D -Vol: XXXL, No. 38. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


619 
; ll 








CASES REPORTED THIS WEEK. 
| In the Solicitors’ Journal. | In the Weekly Reporter. 


"Adam Eyton (Lim.), Re ...+..... Bu , Ex parte, In re Bur; 702 

¥ tear v. at wy Ms E Da v. Davies _ 697 
Mankes v.Small <.... .......++0+ Bink phe 

"Bolton v. The Natal Land and 

= Oolonization Co, .. ...-.-.++ +0 
Hobbs, Re, Hobbs v. Wade 

) Mineral Water Bottle Exchange 

» and Trade Protection Societies 

© (Lim.) and J. Cox v. Booth & Co. 626 
) Paterson, Ex parte, Re Rathbone.. 627 
pe v. Mutual Fund Loan Associ- 
ation (Lim.) 

/Walker v. The General Mutual In- 

= vyestment Building Society ...... 6 
Ww 


Ro 4 bs . Thomas.. 
Rust v. Victoria Graving Dock Co. 673 
Schulze & Co. v. Great Eastern 

| Shafto v. Bolckow, Vaughan, & Co. 686 
St. Botolph h Estates, In re.. 688 
Todd, Ex pares, In re Ashcroft.... 676 
Wallasey Board v. Gracey .. 694 
Wall v. Stanwi 70 











The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JULY 16, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Currry, Mr. Justice Noxrn, and Mr. Justice 
‘Brieziixe will take no more witness actions during the present 
sittings than those which have already appeared in their respective 
daily lists; and no more special jury actions will be taken in the 
“Queen’s Bench Division during the present sittings. 





| Ir 1s aynouncep that on and after Monday next the judges 
sitting in Court of appeal No. 1 will act as a Divisional Court of 
)the High Court, and take appeals from county courts, of which 
/ there are about forty waiting to’be heard. Notice will le given 
Sof any days on which Court of Appeal No. 1 will take inter- 
| locutory appeals, and application may be made for the hearing of 
© pressing appeals in the Final List. 





We rvstisu in another column a list of the attendances of 
| the members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
| both at meetings of the council and at committees. We think 
© that the result, as regards the majority of the ordinary members, 

will de considered exceedingly satisfactory, and the assiduity with 
» which some of the busiest men in the country render their gratui- 
| tous services in the transaction of the affairs of the society deserves 
acknowledgment. It will be observed that one member of the 


' council achieved the enormous number of 152 attendances on 
- committees. 





Ar THE ANNUAL meETING of the Incorporated Law Society 
| last week the ever-recurring topic of the society’s accounts 
| formed the subject of a long debate. The objections raised 
_ Telated mainly to the form of the accounts, some of the members 
| wanting more details. If there is no insuperable objection—and 
_ we confess we do not see any—there seems to be no reason why the 
_ accounts should not be modified to some extent to meet the objec- 
_ fions raised ; and, in order to prevent the waste of valuable time 


at future meetings, we hope that the council will give the matter 
> eonsideration. 





| _ Tue rnanxs of the profession are due to the authorities of the 
Principal Registry of the Probate Division for a reform which was 
| much needed, and the necessity for which has been frequently urged 
| in these columns. The fact that so-called “‘ office copies’’ of wills 
_ Were produced in court which could not with propriety be described 

even as copies, not to say office copies (never having been examined) 
' has given rise to great trouble. Latterly the judges, having experi- 
_ enced the frequent incorrectness of these so-called office copies, have 
_ Tejected them and called for certified copies. Under the plan now 
| adopted all such plain copies are marked “non-official,” follow- 
| ing the practice of the Chancery Division with regard to non- 
| official copies of orders. A no.-official eopy of a will is of service 
for office use, as it may be examined with the original, but for the 


; | have made before 





purposes of evidence a certified copy should in all cases be pro- — 
vided. No one need in future be deceived by a copy of a docu 

ment from the Probate Registry as an office copy. All 
copies will in future either be marked “non-official,” or will 


be certified as examined. 
08 





WE ane GLap 10 see that a reform we have several times urged 
with regard to the annual provincial meetings of the Incorporated 
Law Society is now likely to be carried out. In writing on the Bir- 
mingham meeting of 1884 we remarked that ‘if the provincial 
meetings are not to degenerate into mere legal pic-nics, some new 


ess | arrangements will have to be made as to the subjects to be 


discussed. These should not be left to the chance of someone 
offering a paper. . . . We cannot see why the suggestion we 
should not be adopted—viz., that certain subjects 
of general interest to the profession should be fixed upon by the 
council and papers invited upon them, opportunity being given for 
the reading of voluntary papers on other subjects.” A resolution 
was carried at the recent meeting for the appointment of a com- ~ 
mittee ‘‘ to consider and report on the arrangements of the October 
Meetings, and particularly as to choice of subjects; selection of 
readers and speakers, limiting length of speeches, and giving right 
of reply; time of distributing prints of the papers; previous 
publication of the programme of the meeting ; admission to debates 
of solicitors not yet members; and all other points likely to increase 
the interest and beneficial influence of these meetings.” The effect 
of the adoption of arrangements for the selection of the subjects 
for discussion will, we believe, be materially to increase the value 
and interest of the provincial meetings. There can never be any 
difficulty in finding topics of general interest, and if they are stated 
in the circular convening the meeting, members will come ‘pre- 
pared to express considered views upon them. We are not at all 
clear, however, that the speakers ought to be selected beforehand, 
but we very heartily desire to limit the length of the speeches. 





Tue conciupine stages of the Land Transfer Bill in the House 
of Lords were marked by something like a mutiny of the 
Conservative peers. There were fifty-five votes in favour of the 
omission of clause 39, relating to succession to real estate on . 
intestacy, and the clause was carried by a majority of sixty-six, 
largely composed of Liberal peers. There was a still narrower 
majority (73.to 67) against Lord Herscuet1’s amendment to clause 
2, throwing the duty of registering on the purchaser and not on 
the vendor; and we think it may safely be said that, but for the 
loyalty to party to which Mr, Wiiu1ams referred at the meeting 
of the Incorporated Law Society last week, there would have 
been in both cases considerable majorities against the Government. 
The amendments moved by the Lord Chancellor which we noted 
last week (p. 604), were all agreed to, and, with the exception of 
a somewhat elaborate further amendment of clause 39, dealing 
with the new law of succession to lunatics’ and infants’ pro y 
no further alteration has been made. The discussion of the Bill by 
the House can hardly be said to have been uate. The silence of 
peers like Lord Szrsorne, Lord Hosnovse, Lord Macyacuren, 
possessed of sufficient technical knowledge and experience to make 
their criticisms of value, is greatly to be deplored. Lord 
Herscaett, on whom the brunt of the discussion was thrown, con- 
ducted the controversy with great ability, but the subject was 
necessarily unfamiliar to him. 





Ir Is A cuRIOUS FEATURE of modern practice that in some cases a 
defendant who fails to appear to an action is in a better position 
than a defendant who appears and defends. In the Queen’s Bench 
Division, where a defendant fails to appear, judgment goes 
against him for the relief claimed, but in the Chancery Division it 
is otherwise, and the fact is worthy of note by practitioners. The 
case of Chapman v. Costa:n, which came before the court on the 
9th inst., is an illustration of this result. The plaintiffs, in that 
ease, were mortgagees, and the indorsement on the writ claimed 
(1) payment of principal and interest, and (2) foreclosure. The 
statement of claim, which was served with the writ, stated the 
mortgage decd, setting out the covenant to pay principal and in- 
terest, and the assignment of the premises subject to redemption. 
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The defendant did not appear, and the amount due was verified by 
affidavit. The case was heard on motion for judgment, when the 
plaintiffs asked for the usual judgment as settled in the case of 
Farrer v. Lacy, Hartland, & Uo. (34 W. R. 22, 31 Ch. D. 42) direct- 
ing (1) payment, and (2) foreclosure. Mr. Justice Srratine refused, 
in the absence of the defendant, to give judgment for payment or to 
do more than make the usual foreclosure order. Had the defendant 
appeared and admitted the facts, it is difficult to see how he could 
have resisted judgment in the form asked for. It is worthy of 
consideration whether, in cases where a personal judgment is of 
importance, it will not be advisable to issue a writ in the Queen’s 
Bench Division on which judgment can be obtained for payment 
of principal and interest, and to follow it up by a summons in the 
Chancery Division for foreclosure. The double proceeding would be 
more certain in its results and would not be much more costly than 
the attempt to combine two remedies in one action with the risk of 
being hampered by an absent defendant. 





Tue uncertarsty of the law relating to bills of sale received 
farther illustration in a case of Wit v. Banner decided on 
Tuesday. By section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, it is re- 
quired that the personal chattels comprised in the bill of sale shall 
be specifically described in the schedule. The question has now 
arisen as to what constitutes a sufficient description within these 
words? The above case referred to pictures, and these were set 
down as 300 oil pictures in gilt frames, 20 water-colour pictures, 
&e. Obviously it would be very difficult to identify any particular 
picture from this description, but then it is difficult to imagine any 
description which would in many cases really identify a picture. 
Mr. Justice Wits said that the construction of the term “ speci- 
fically described” must be reasonable, but in the case before 
him he contented himself by saying that the description was 
certainly not enough, without venturing to define what would 
have satisfied him. It had been said by Lord Justice Lixprer, in 
Roberts v. Roberts (13 Q. B. D. 794), that an inventory must 
describe the chattels as men of business would describe them. 
Bat when this test was proposed to Mr. Justice Wiz1s he pointed 
out that the construction of the document lay with him, and he 
‘was nota man of business, but a judge Counsel then ventured 
on the suggestion that it might be enough to describe them as an 
ordinary man would do. This is satisfactory as far as it goes, but 
it remains to be seen how an ordinary man would describe a picture 
by an unknown artist and representing no very definite subject. 
Of course, if pictures are hanging in a room and not liable 
in the ordinary course to be changed, they can be defined by the 
room. But in other cases it will apparently be necessary to 
describe each picture as carefully as possible. At any rate, this is 
one more proof that no caution can be too great in drawing bills 
of sale. 


Tae scpomest of Mr. Justice Kexewicn in Alicard v. Skinner 
has been affirmed by the Court of Appeal, but the judgment was 
pot unanimous and it differed altogether in its reasuns from that of 
the court below. There was no doubt that the reletion between 
Mies Attcazp, the donor of the property in question, and Miss 
Sacssen, the lady superior of the sisterhood to which the property 
was given, was such as to call for the intervention of equity. The 
religious influence resulting from it was so strong that the donor 
could not be regarded as a free agent. But at one time, when she 
was on the point of joining the sisterhood and was forming the 
design of giving her property to it, she had the advice of her 
brother. Mr. Justice Kearwicn held that this was sufficient 
to re-establish her in the position of a free person and to overcome 
jection of undue influence. In commenting upon his 
at the time, we pointed out (ante, p. 227) that in 
cettain respects it made the law more definite, inasmuch as the 
competent independent aivice which was one means of effecting 
the above purpose neel not be legal advice, and that, provided it 
were im fact offered to the donor, it made no difference that the 
seiigious influence was 1 strong as to make it certain that the ad- 
view would act te taken; though probally, as we there surmised, 
the seeult might be different if the undue influence had been 
exerted with ial force by the donee, or if the donor had no 


F 





tention to make the gift was formed. 
due influence, and equity might properly interfere. 


remaining was whether Miss Attcarp had commenced her action 
in time. She left the sisterhood in 1879, and, in the next year, 


was held by Lord Justice Corton that there had been no undue 
delay, as the plaintiff was not aware of her rights, and that, so 
far as the sisterhood was concerned, it had in fact incurred no 
special expense on the faith of the money which would raise an 
equity in its behalf. However, both Lord Justice Luvpizy and 
Lord Justice Bowan thought differently. If the plaintiff did not 
know her own rights it was her own fault, and in 1880 she had, 


the gift after the undue influence was at an end. Ever since that 


the point as to the time of the Lrother’s advice was not noticed by 


of Appeal, and further, how the whole mstter turned finally upon 
the delay of the plaintiff, and was not really affected by the undue 
influence which seemed to be, and indeed was, the most important 
feature in the case. 





Tue supemert of the House of Lords in Zrevor v. Whitworth, 
reversing the decision of the Court of Appeal, is of great 
importance to the numerous “private companies” which have 
been formed in recent years. One of the main objects in these 
companies is to keep the shares in the hands of those who were 
partners in the old firm which has been converted into a company, 
or of such persons as the directors might think desirable, and the 
way in which this is sometimes sought to be accomplished is by 


the funds of the company. There has been an impression 
that a mere power to purchase shares for the benefit of the 
company (not being a power to traffic in shares) may be validly 
granted by the articles, without being also contained in the 
memorandum ; the authority cited for this proposition being the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Dronfi-ld Silkstone Co. 
(29 W. R. 768, 17 Ch D. 76). In the recent case the articles of 
a private company provided that ‘‘any share may be purchased by 


think reasonable”; but the memorandum did not contain’ any 
provision on the subject. The company bad, under the power in 
the articles, purchased no fewer than 4,142 of its shares, and 
amongst other purchases had bought from the respondents shares of 
the value of £2,800, and this sum was allowed by them to remain in 
the hands of the company as a loan, bearing interest at 5 per cent. 
of annum. Four years alterwards an order was made by the 

ice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster for the 
voluntary winding up of the company, and objection was taken to 
the respondents ranking as creditors for this sum of £2,800. ‘The 
Vice-Chancellor held that the respondents were not entitled to rank 
as creditors in respect of that sum, but his decision was reversed 
by the Court of Appeal (Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.), who 
held that, although a company could not by its articles authorize a 
| trafficking in its own shares, it might authorize the board to buy 
| its shares “‘ whenever they thought it desirable for the purposes of 
| the company,” or ‘in cases where it was incidental to the 
| legitimate objects of the company that it should do no.” The 
| House of Lords unanimously reversed the decision of the Court of 
_ Appeal, on the ground that the purchase of the shares was en 
| indirect mode of reduction of the capital of the company. The 
| decision, it should be observed, does not touch the case where 





addreseed. But in the Court of Appeal it was pointed out by Lord 
Justice Corroy that the advice given by the brother was not given © 
at the time of the gift, but at some time previous, when a mere in. © 


ence, at the time of the | 


actual gift there was no independent advice to neutralize the un- © 
So far the | 
other members of the court went with him. The only question © 


demanded back her will, but made no mention of the money. It © 


Mr. Justice Kexewicu, and yet was so conclusive with the Court © 


enabling the shares of the company to be purchased out of |) 





the company from any person willing to sell it at such price, 
not exceeding the then marketable value thereof, as the board | 


by demanding back her will and not the money, really confirmed — ‘ 


time she had allowed the sisterhood to regard the money as their © 
own, and it was too late now to claim it back. Itis curious how © 
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| power to purchase its own shares is given to a company by its i 


| memorandum as well as by its articles, But where this is not the 
case there is no power to purchase shares out of the funds of the 
As Heuscuvit said :— If certain sharcholders 


oan 3 
are disposed to hamper the proceedings of the company, and are 


of the transaction to which advice could be) willing to sell their shares, they may be bought out, but this must a 


a 









ven @ 


in- 
the 
un- 
the 
tion 
tion 
ear, 


due 

80 

no 

an 
and 
not 
ad, 
ned 
hat 
1eir 
OW 


urt 
pon 
lue 
ant 


‘th; 
pat 
ave 
ese 


ere} 


Dy, | 
the | 


by 


- 


of | 


ion 


lly 
the 


0. 
of 


ce, 
ird 
ny 
in 
nd 


of 


at. 
he 
he 


he 
nk 
ed 
ho 
a 
uy 
of 
he 
he 


an 
he 
re 
its 
he 
he 
Ts 
re 
ot 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_ July 16, 1887. 











be done by persons, existing shareholders or others, who can be 
induced to purchase the shares, and not out of the funds of the 
company.” Nor does the decision affect the forfeiture, or perhaps 
the surrender, of shares. The former is expressly recognized by 
the Companies Act, 1862, and the latter does not involve any pay- 
ment out of the funds of the company. 





We vunperstanpD that an influential committee has been formed 
to carry out the suggestions contained in our Correspondence 
column a few weeks since as to the formation*of a Law Library, 
&e., for the City of London. Mr. Hennerr M. Low, of 12, Bread- 
street, Cheapside, E.C., is the secretary pro tem. 








LIABILITY FOR REPAIR OF BRIDGES. 

Tus liability for the repair of public bridges falls, asa general 
rule, upon the county, but it is remarkable that there should be 
no recognized procedure essential for the creation of this liability in 
the case of new bridges. The uncertainty of the law in this 
respect has been made very clear by-the recent case of The Queen 
v. Inhabitants of the County of Southampton, and the protracted 
litigation which it has produced has done little to remove it. It 
is settled that mere user on the part of the public is not necessarily 
sufficient, and that there must be, in a certain sense, an adoption 
by the county ; this adoption, however, is not to be a formal act, 
but is a question to be left to the jury on all the circumstances of 
the case. 

It might be expected that, as bridges form a part of highways, 
the same law would be applicable to both, and it is strange that 
this has not been provided for by recent legislation. The greater 
inconvenience of the law relating to highways probably explains 
why these have been dealt with separately. The natural procedure, 
of course, when a highway or bridge is given by a private person 
to the public with the intention that the future liability for repair 
shall fall upon them, is to require a formal dedication by the donor 
and an acceptance by the public. To constitute such acceptance 
there should be, not merely a user by a portion of the public, 
but a formal acceptance by some representative body on behalf of 
the whole public on whom the subsequent cost will fall. Under 


the old law, however, this latter requirement was dispensed with | p 


in the case of highways, and a mere dedication by the owner 
brought after it the consequence that the highway became re- 
irable by the inhabitants of the parish or district. The unsatis- 
tory nature of this state of things being evident, the matter was 
dealt with by the Highway Acts, 1835, s. 28, and 1862, s. 36. It 
is there provided that the question shall be submitted to a vestry 
meeting of the inhabitants of the parish. But with regard to bridges 
the case is different. So long ago as 1803 it was evident that the 
public authorities ought to have some control over their construction, 
and it was provided by section 5 of the County Bridges Act of that 
that no bridge should be deemed a bridge repairable by the 
whabitants of the county unless it should be erected in a sub- 
stantial and commodious manner to the satisfaction of the county 
surveyor—a provision subsequently modified by 41 & 42 Vict. o. 
77, 8. 21, which enables the county authority to order that bridges 
certified by the county surveyor shall be repairable by the county. 
But the Acts were silent as to the other point dealt with by the 
Highway Acts—viz., the necessity of formal acceptance by the public, 
and the omission has not since been rectified. Hence the recent 
litigation in the case of the Southampton Bridge. It is true that 
the doctrine of the law appeared to be that some adoption by the 
public was necessary, and hence they were not left in the same 
defenceless condition as formerly with regard to highways; but 
the manner of such adoption was so uncertain that this gives little 
reason for the omission of the Legislature. 

The original idea, indeed, seems to have been that the true test 
was that of utility to the public. Thus, in Ree v. West Ridi 
of Yorkshire (5 Burr. 2594), Aston, J., quoted the rule ‘that 
& man builds a bridge, and it becomes useful to the county in 
general, the county shall repair it.” And in a case of the same 
name in 2 Kast. 841 Lord Ellenborough, C.J., refere to this as 


& 


land company, which had purchased a building estate on the 
side of the river Itchin, and had made roads on it, 
the Cobden Bridge in order to connect their new roads with an 
existing road from Southam on the other side of the river. 
There was no doubt about the dedication of the bridge, for it 
opened and dedicated to the public with much ceremony, nor was 
there any doubt as to user by the public. Before long the ques- 
tion as to liability for repair arose, and the land company indicted 
the county at the Bristol Winter Assizes in 1886. Mr. Justice 
Stephen appears to have directed the jury that mere user by the 
public was sufficient to throw the liability on the county, and the 
above cases certainly support this view. The verdict was 
accordingly given against the county. Next, an application was 
made to a divisional court for a new trial, on the ground of mis- 
direction. This is reported in 17 Q. B. D. 424. An elaborate 
judgment was delivered by Wills, J., and, in this, after admitting 
that one of the conditions precedent to any liability on the part of 
a county for the repair of a bridge is that it should be of public 
utility, he went on to consider the further question of yg 
the county. He referred to some other observations of 
Ellenborough in the judgment just referred to, where he 
speaks of the public adopting the bridge lying by 
witbout objecting to it, and hence he infers that the bridge must 
be so built that the public must be able to object to it; but this 
will only be the case where it is built in the line of an existing 
highway, for then, both during its construction and after its 
erection, it could be objected to as a nuisance. Hence, in addition 
to the utility of the bridge, we have two other requisites ; it must 
be in the line of an existing highway, and it must not have been 
objected to asa nuisance. This is exactly the view teken by 
Bayley, J., in Rex v. St. Benedict (4 B. & Ald. 450). “In the 
case of bridges there is always what is to be considered 
acquiescence by the county. The county is not liable except for 
bridges made in highways ; the makiug of the bridge, and thereby 
obstructing the road while the bridge is making, may be treated as 
@ nuisance, and the county may, if it think fit, stop its progress 
by indictment, and the pe Aer to prosecute in that way is an 
acquiescence by the county in the building of the bridge.” It is 
true that the restriction to bridges in a highway was not adopted 
by Mr. Justice Wills. The particular kind of acq 
mentioned above was, in the Soutbampion case, out of the ques- 
tion, but he did not feel called upon to state what was to take i 
lace. At any rate, the acquiescence must be proved in some other 
way than by the mere fact of user by the public. Such being the 
common law, it remained to ider the Statute of Bridges, 
22 Hen. 8, c. 5, which provides for the remedy of “all manner of 
annoyances of bridges broken in the highways to the damage of 
the King’s liege people.” Ofthis it will be enough to say that it 
was held to refer only to bridges in existing highways, and, there- 
fore, was not applicable to the present case. 

Accordingly, there was a rule for a new trial, and this was held 
before Mathew, J., at the last Bristol Winter Assizes. The judge 
directed the jury in accordance with the ruling of the Divisional 
Court, leaving it entirely to the j whether, under all the 
circumstances, there had been such «dedication i ity 3 
would make it liable for repairs. This time there was a verdict in 
favour of the county, but with the same result as 
application to the Divisional Court for a new trial on the ground 
of misdirection. This has recently been argued before a 
court, consisting of Coleridge, C.J., and three other jadges. 
refusing a new ne = seems to 

was to be gain y protracting 
Mathew had been very guarded in his direction to the jury, and 
the Lord Chief Justice and his brethren were unable to extract 
therefrom an ition that was incorrect. 


therefore, to do anythin ich the d 
ae at Se imself dissatisfied. But this result will give 
little help for future guidance. {t is clear that no formal act of 

tion by the county is ; it is clear, too, that if the brdge 
in the existing line of way, the to 
ance will shew ap acq sufficient to Nae pole te 
But in other cases, where there is mere user by the this 
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being the true rule, and speaks of adoption by the public as 
marely evidence of utility. In the Footheripsen Spridge case & 
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unsettled. So far as actual use by the public goes, there could 
hardly be a stronger case than the present one. However, the 
ury decided that it was not sufficient, and the court has been 
content to leave the matter so. 


eee 








THE ZAW QUARTERLY REVIEW ON THE LAND 
TRANSFER BILL. 


are two interesting notices of the Land Transfer Bill in 
the current issue of the Law Quarterly Review. While various 
critics of the Bill are found to select various points for special 
attack, still it is notable (like the ballot of the Greek generals 
after Salamis) what a very general consensus there is as to some 
of the points which are usually mentioned as ‘‘ minor.” 

Both Mr. H. M. Humphry and Mr. C. H. Sargant agree in 
vigorously attacking the general form of the Bill, also section 
21 of the Act of 1875 as to adverse possession; and Mr. 
Humphry supplements this objection with criticisms on the 
19th clause of the amended Bill, which he describes as 
the most difficult of interpretation that the Bill contains.” 
His detailed remarks on the clause are substantially in accord- 
ance with the view already expressed in these columns. The 
two critics also agree in considering that clause 42 (administra- 
tion of realty and personalty pari passu) will not be so easy to 

y as it appears, considering the different beneficial interests 

may arise in the two species of property (but see the amend- 
ments noticed in our last week’s issue). On the vexed subject of 
compulsion, however, Mr. Humphry’s view is that a scheme that 
is looked upon by the public as a panacea for the evils of convey- 
ancing ought to be able to win its way by less violent means; 
while Mr. Sargant holds that ‘‘the Bill marks a great advance on 
the Act of 1875, in that it proposes to render registration com- 


In his inquiry into the causes of the failure of the Act of 
1875, Mr. Sargant notices an imperfection in the essence of the 
scheme which is not remedied by the present Bill, and which, 
considering the enormous amount of land affected by it, is certainly 
& Very grave omission—that is to say, that registered proprietor- 
ship confers no power to lease. For, though sections 7 and 30 of the 
Act of 1875 in terms confer an absolute fee simple on the registered 

i which would, at first sight, imply absolute power, not 
only to lease, but to settle, to devise, to charge in any way he may 
think r, 80 as to make such a person a satisfactory fount of title, 
even for dealings which have to be conducted off the register, yet 
the better opinion now is that this is not the case, and that the 
“fee simple” of the registered proprietor is not really a fee simple 
at all; that in many cases it is, in fact, no more a fee simple than 
the “‘ proprictor”’ is a proprietor in the ordinary sense of the word. 
For it appear 1 
“* proprietor’s’ 
and a power to transfer the land (sections 22, 29) in the prescribed 
manner. The prescribed manner is a very prescribed one indeed, 
and does not include (for instance) the creation of a rent-charge 
or the subsequent institution of a sub-mortgage, nor of the limita- 
tion of a life estate or term of years. If such things are wanted 
the proprietor of the land or charge must prove his title by some 
means external to the register. It is surely time, now that this 
system is to be enforced on everybody, that some attempt should 
be made to improve it by making it, in substance, more conform- 
able to every-day needs, and less misleading to the unwary stu lent 
oe weet familiar terms in such very unfamiliar senses. The 

orrens Acts are immeasurably superior to our own in these 
respects ; ye girs for instance, not only for the creation of 
life estates estates in remainder and terms of years by the 
vegistered proprietor, but also for their direct registration on the 
register-books. 
prictor’s fee simple 


cutting down the modes of 
property to suit the inflexible 
elegating all excrescences, how- 
of the equitable estate, is hardly the way 
te i to landowners. The prevalence 
of 00 fetal « fault in the system of 1675 is doubtless largely the 
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perusing the remainder of the Act, that the | 
‘fee simple” solely consists of a power to charge | 


Why, as Mr. Sargant justly suggests, the pro- | 

1 not be a fee simple (at least as regards | 

all third parties) for all intents and purposes it is most difficult to | 
of 





auch awkward expedients. That they are not necessary to a 
register is proved by the Torrens provisions above mentioned. 

Mr. Humphry devotes a considerable space to pointing out a hard- 
ship that the Bill imposes on the ordinary landowner by offering 
him Hobson’s choice of an “absolute” title, which he usually 
cannot get, or a title ‘‘ with an objectionable epithet” (p. 267). 
The justice of this criticism depends upon two things, not yet very 
clear. First, whether the absolute title will, under the new pro- 
cedure, be so difficult to get as to be beyond the reach of an 
ordinary landowner ; and, secondly, will a possessory title, under 
the altered circumstances of universal compulsion, be considered 
objectionable ? 

Mr. Sargant makes a suggestion as to estates tail that 
seems valuable, and is mainly in accord with Mr. Hunter's 
paper, already noticed. It is that the protector of the settle- 
ment should be abolished, and that then estates tail should be 
retained.” Their abolition is probably a concession to popular 
sentiment merely, and would be unnecessary if the protector of 
the settlement were abolished. Estates tail express an idea which 
could otherwise be expressed, if at all, only by a long and clumsy 
paraphrase, and they would be wholly innocuous if once the 
present difficulty in barring them when in reversion were 
removed.” Quite apart from the functions of the protector, there 


are numerous cases in which a family estate would, if thus ~ 


entailed, remain in the male line, where, if a fee simple only is 
permissible, it must go to females. An esteemed correspondent 
makes a strong protest in another column of our issue this week 
against the inconvenience likely to result from the proposed 
abolition of estates tail. 

We may remark, in conclusion, that the statement of one of the 
critics in the Law Quarterly, that the descent of the legal estate 
to executors or administrators is inseparable from the institution 
of a register, is not in accordance with the experience of the 
Torrens registries, which have been worked under the old law 
with perfect ease, though in some colonies real representatives 
have been instituted subsequently for quite other reasons. 








REVIEWS. 


DIGEST OF CASES OVERRULED, &c. 


A Dicest oF CAsEs OVERRULED, NOT FOLLOWED, DISAPPROVED, 
APPROVED, DISTINGUISHED, COMMENTED ON AND SPECIALLY Con- 
SIDERED IN THE ENGLIsH CoURTS FROM THE YEAR 1756 to 1886 
INCLUSIVE. By CHARLES WILLIAM MITCALFE DALE, M.A., LL.B., 
and RupoLy CHAMBERS LEHMANN, M.A., assisted by CHARLES 
H. L. Netsu, M.A., and Herserr H. Cuitp, B.A., Barristers-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons; H. Sweet & Sons; W. Maxwell & Son. 


This book constitutes a new departure in digests. The aim of the 


| compilers is to enable the practitioner to discover how any case has 


been treated by the judges who have discussed it and how much of it 
remains good law. The mode in which this is carried out is by first 
of all presenting the cases in a tabular form, giving a brief statement 
of how the case has been treated, where (with the date) and bt Batoge 
and a reference to the column of the subsequent digest in which the 
case is treated in detail. Oases which stand by themselves, and which 
would not be elucidated by extracts from jcgnents, or such extracts 
would be too lengthy for the limits of the k, are noticed in the 
tabular index only, and reversed cases since 1856 also usually appear 
in the index only. Then follows a digest, arranged according to sub- 
jects, with and sub-headings, and containing short extracts 
from the judgments in which the case has been dealt with. The 
best mode of eee the digest is to take a particular case 
as to which t a desires information. Let us take Vooke 
v. Vrawford (13 Sim. 91). Looking in the index, we find it has been 
“commented on” by Romilly, M.RB., “held overruled” by Jessel, 
M.R., and “ upheld” by the Court of A ; and turning to column 
1330 of the digest we , under the head of “trustee,” sub-head 
‘‘ trust for sale,” extracts from the judgments in Macdonald v. Walker 
(14 Beav. 556); « statement that in Osborne to Rowlett (13 Ob. D, 774) 
Uooke v. Crawford was held ov and extracts from the judg- 
ments in lle Morton and Hallett (16 Ch. D. 143), The advan to 
the lawyer of this reference book to cases is obvious, the 


only question is as to the mode of execution of the work. Com- 
diving Ge cocmeem phew lorstess, we think that the exe- 
cution is very creditable. The cases given are extremely numerous, and, 
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cause of its extreme unpopularity, and it is to be hoped that the 3 
system of 1887 may be saved the responsibility of perpetuating © 


2205 


RHEE 


Jieannercs 
Ue Py eR Pe OY PR aie 


oe 1 





a 


BG S2F5ES 


Ege 


SB 28E8E5 Sf SF sr &- 











t= 


4 


PSéelt 


a 


ois 


a 
’ 


eee 
~~ 





July 16, 1887 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





— 











in the instances we have examined, the decisions dealing with 
the case referred to are correctly classified, and the extracts from 
judgments judiciously selected. The editors have been properly 
cautious in not affirming that a case has been overruled uuless 
judges have so stated, and it is obviously not within the scope of 
their work to badance conflicting cases. There must necessarily be 
gmissions in a work covering so extensive a field, and, as instances, 
we may note that Sclater v. Cottam (3 Jur. N. 8. 630), in which the 
doctrine was laid down that a solicitor-mort, can only charge 
out-of-pocket costs, does not appear in the digest. It was dealt with 
in Re Donaldson (27 Ch. D. 544). We also miss Thresher v. East 
London Waterworks Uo. (2 B. & CO. 608), relating to the right of 
removal of fixtures, which was relied on in Ex parte Lloyd (1 Mont. 
& Ayr, at p. 511), but has since been qualified . dicta in Weeton v. 
Woodcock (7 M. & W., at p. 19) and Mackintosh v. Trotter (3 M. & W., 
at p. 186); which dicta were explained in Ex parte Brook (10 Ch. D., 
at p. 109). and the question was ultimately left open in Ea parte Lady 
Willoughby D’ Eresby (29 W. R. 52). We think, oa the whole, how- 
ever, that the work has been carefully executed, and is likely to be of 
much service to the practitioner. 


JUSTICES’ LAW. 


Tue JusTIcEs’ MANUAL; OR, GUIDE TO THE ORDINARY DUTIES OF 
A JUSTICE OF THE PEACE, WITH TABLE OF CASES, APPENDIX OF 
FoRMS, AND TABLE OF PUNISHMENTS. By the late SAMVEL STONE. 
TWENTY-FOURTH Eprrion. Edited by George B. KENNETT, 
Solicitor, Clerk to the Justices of Norwich. Shaw & Sons. 


Of the greater part of this book it is only necessary to say that the 
decisions since the last edition have been carefully noted ; the Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction, Employers and Workmen, and Crown Office 
Rules, so far as they affect the procedure of justices of the peace, 
incorporated, and the index amplified. But a word of special praise 
should be bestowed on the care with which the Married Women 
(Maintenance in Case of Desertion) Act, 1886, has been annotated. 
Not only are the cases collected from all the reports, but opinions 
and practical suggestions are given upon the doubtful points as yet 
uncovered by decision, on one point fortified by the advising of Mr. 
Poland and another counsel. The Criminal Law Amendment Act, 
1885, is not less carefully annotated ; we observe that the editor has 
not even overlooked a ruling by Mr. Baron Huddleston at the 
Bristol Assizes in November last (noted ante, p. 26). We may add 
that in all the instances in which we have checked the notes of 
recent decisions we have found the effect of the cases accurately and 
tersely treated. We think the present a well prepared edition of a 
standard work. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am glad to see that you deprecate the passage by them- 
selves, without further consideration, of the clauses in the d 
Transfer Bill relating to the devolution at death of real oery- 

Upon one of these proposals—the abolition of estates tail—I have 
seen scarcely any comment. Its title doubtless commends it toa 
numerous class, and may give a certain popularity to the whole 
measure, but the number of those who can accurately imagine how 
the proposed change in the law would operate is small, and the 
clauses which are intended to make that kena are not unlikely to 
escape criticism. 

It does not appear that the Lord Chancellor wishes to hinder the 
creation of settlements or of settlements intended to transmit a 
landed estate to the eldest son of a family. If that object were aimed 
at it ought to be, and, of course, would be, distinctly pointed out, 
and the expediency of such a change in the law so explicitly affirmed 
as to challenge a discussion of the proposal. If that object be not 
aimed at, the abolition of estates tail appears to be merely and need. 
lessly mischievous. The peculiar qu ws of an estate tail does not 
fetter the power of its owner in possession to di of the land as 
he pleases. Its abolition is not needed to facilitate transfer. Even 
the slight additional cost involved in the necessity which at present 
exists of inrolling the deed whereby the entail is might, were 
that thought desirable, be removed without abolishing estates tail. 

The value of the possibility of creating estates tail consists in this, 
that, by the use of the few words required for the creation of such 
an estate, the desired destination is given to the pro: in every one 
of many possible events. If the possibility of o g estates tail be 
spnoares , the same end can only be accomplished by } y and 
complicated clauses, difficult to frame and y to err and to give 
rise to litigation. 

Except, however, to the few and comparatively uninfluential 
sons who are engaged in conveyancing, it is impossible to ex 


the technical convenience of the existing law and the inconvenience of 
that proposed in its stead. To such of those few as may have read 
and considered the operation of the clause abolishing estates tail it 
must be obvious that for the avowed purposes of the Bill that 
abolition is unnecessary, while it will make settlements, which the 
law will still permit, much more intricate in form, and, - k 
both more costly in creation and more uncertain in effect 
documents hitherto in use. A ConvEYANCER. 
Lincoln’s-inn, July 12. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
ROE v. MUTUAL FUND ee (LIM.)—C, A. Neg 1, 
y- 


Tresrass—SgizurE unpER Vor Buu. or Sate—Warver or Tonr— 
PPEL. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Pollock, B. The action was 
brought for trespass in seizing and certain furniture 
the plaintiff. On June 19, 1885, the tiff gave the defendant a 
of sale on the furniture in question as a security for a loan of £80, with 
interest at the rate of twenty-seven per cent per annum, and agreed to 
pay principal and interest by eight equal payments of £13 each on 
September 19 next, and the nineteenth day in every preggence: Fo wag 
month, and, in case of default in the payment of any of the in 
to pay the grantees immediately the whole amount remaining 
Default was made in the payment of the first instalment, 
October 26, 1885, the plaintiff filed a in 
receiver was appointed. On October 30 the plaintiff filed a statement 
affairs, in which the defendants were inserted as secured creditors 
£104. On November 3 the plaintiff's landlord 
and on November 4 the defendants seized the furniture under 
sale, and sold it by auction. After 
landlord, the sum of £32 8s. 3d. was i 
to the defendants of £71 lls. 94. On December 1 
2s. 6d. in the pound was sanctioned by 
was rescinded. On November 3, 1886, 
the defendants inclosing a 
balance due to them, and a form of recei| 
defendants to sign, discharging the pennants — eb debt 
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Counsen, Murphy, Q.C., and yn 9 Fi Williams 
Wilson. Soricrrons, W. J. W. Beard; Olding ¢ Olds 


Re ADAM EYTON (LIM.)—O. A. No. 2, Tth July. 


Comrany—Wixpine vp—Removat or Orrreran Lrqgermaron—“* 
Sunwn ''—Compantes Acr, 1862, s, 98—Arraatr—Locrs 


This was an appeal against an order yt By 
ponen She hed Sesh Saath Stee 2 of » and 
appointing another = ws of the Gommenes 
Act, 1862, provides te * liquidator may be removed by the 
court on due cause shewn,”” the case B. had in the ia. 
stance been appointed wnt on He quien STs 
Cc? oe, oy 
his counsel, w to pay into the of England ™ to the credit 
of the matter, on or a 
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official liquidator and official liquidator of the company,’’ the judge 
appointed C. official liquidator of the company in the place and stead of 
B. It was argued, on the appeal, that the ‘‘ due cause shewn” for which 
& liquidator could be removed meant something in the nature of a per- 
sonal disqualification arising from his misconduct or unfitness, reliance 
being placed on the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Sir John Moore Gold 
Mining Co. (12 Ch. D. 325). No allegation was made against B., and the 
order amounted to a sale of the liquidation to the highest bidder. On the 
other side it was urged that the liquidator himself had no locus standi to 
pe During the argument the court communicated with North, J., 
and ascertained that he made the order because the company was insolvent, 
and the applicant, who had disputed claims against the company, was 
willing to undertake to pay in full all the creditors whose claims were 
undisputed, and to deposit the £2,500 as security, if his nominee was 
allowed to conduct the liquidation. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, 
though they held that the appellant had a /ocus standi to appeal. They said 
that ‘‘due cause’’ was not confined to objections personal to the 
liquidator, but extended to any cause which rendered it desirable in the 
interest of the company and the creditors that the liquidator should be 
removed and another person substituted. The real interests of the 

ion were to be considered.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Oswald ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Hatfield Green ; C. H. Turner ; A. Dun- 
ham; Pochin. Soxicrrons, Thos. Hulbert ; Pitman § Sons; Miller § Miller ; 
F. Burchail. 


BANKES v. SMALL—C. A. No. 2, 8th July. 


Vexpor anp Purcuaser — Conveyance or Basz Fee ny TENANT Iv 
Tam im Remarsper—Covenant to Execute Disentranixe Deep— 
Spectric Psrrornmance—3 & 4 Wit. 4, c. 74, 8. 47. 


This case (reported ante, p. 591) came on for further argument on the 
reserved whether section 47 of the Fines and Recoveries Act 
prevents the court from —— specific performance of a covenant to 
execute a disentailing deed. he action was brought to compel the 
specific performance of a covenant by the defendant in a conveyance to 
the plaintiff that the defendant and every person having or claiming any 
interest in the property conveyed through or in trust for him, would “ exe- 
cute every such disentailing and other assurance, and do every such 
thing for the further or more perfectly assuring all or any of the said 
premises to the use of the” plaintiff, his heirs or assigns, as should be 
reasonably required. The defendant, when tenant in tail in remainder, 
had executed a deed converting his estate into a base fee, his father, the 
tenant for life and protector of the settlement of the estate, refusing to 
consent to barring the entail. Afterwards the defendant conveyed the 
to the plaintiff, and entered into the above-mentioned covenant. 


pon death of the tenant for life, the purchaser called upon the 
defendant to execute a disentailing deed converting the base fee into a 
fee The defendant refused, contending that his covenant did 


simple. 
not extend to any future interest devolving upon him, and that the 
knew the state of the title when the covenant was executed. 
J., held (34 Oh. D. 415, ante, p. 202), that the defendant was 
bound to execute a disentailing deed. Section 47 of the Fines and 
Recoveries Act provides that “‘in cases of dispositions of lands under 
this Act by tenants in tailthereof . . . the jurisdiction of courts of 
Dee ta be altogether excluded, either on the behalf of a person 
for a valuable or meritorious consideration or not, in regard to 
the specific performance of contracts and the supplying of defects in the 
execution of the ers of disposition given by this Act to tenants in 
ying under any circumstances of the want of execu- 
of such powers of disposition . . . and in regard to the giving 
in any other manner to any act or deed by a tenant in tail . . . 
in a court of law would not be an effectual disposition under this 


Tux Covar (Corrox, Bowes, and Far, L.JJ.) held that section 47 did 
not prevent the court from enforcing specific performance of the covenant. 
Uorrox, L.J., said that before the Act a court of equity would have en- 

performance by a tenant in tail of an agreement to sell the 

fee by directing him to levy « fine or suffer a ee ee is, it would 
agreement as against the person who had made the bargain. 

But, if he had died without carrying out the agreement, the court would not 
interfere at all ; it would not treat that which had been agreed to bedone as 
done. The Attorney-General +. Day (1 Ves. sen. 218) shewed that this was the 
law before the No doubt a court of equity did, for either valuable or 
meritorious consideration, aid the defective execution of powers, not only 
as agsinst the person who had made the informal appointment, but also 
at those who were entitled in default of an exercise of the power. 
Pp urisdiction was not founded on sound principles, but it was 
regard to this state of the law and the mere construction 


tion of » section—‘‘in cases of disposi- 
el lank enter this Act” —chowel that the section was not dealin 
deeds intended to operate under the Act. 
there was a reference to the exclusion of the doctrine of specific 
ae ee “in cases of tions of lands under 
Ac.” Kekewich, J., decided that the covenant to execute a 
deed was to be treated as barring the entail he would have 

gone to the Act, but that was not his decision. His lordship 
to the power of the court to enforce specific 
ns on Spreaeat by te yosterter of a settlement to consent 
& Gisentalling deed. If he agreed to do so by deed, probably the re- 


was argued that by decreeing specific performance of the covenant the 
court would be ‘‘ supplying a defect in the execution of the power of dis. 
position given by the Act."’ ‘That was not so; the court would only be 
compelling the defendant to do that which he had agreed to do Having 
regard to the previous state of the law, his lordship was of opinion that this 
was the true construction of section 47. And though there was no actual 
decision on the point (in Lewis v. Duncombe (20 Beav. 398) the point was 
not argued), there was a consensus of opinion among learned text-writers 
(such as Sugden, Hayes, and Dart) in favour of this view. Bowen and 
Fry, L.JJ., concurred._-CounsgL, Warmington, Q.C., and Russell Roherts ; 
Barber, Q.0., and 7. Rawlinson, Soutcrrors, R. Chapman; Lovell, Son, § 
Pitfield. 


ALLCARD v. SKINNER—C. A. No. 2, 9th July. 
Serrimve asipg Votuntary Deep—Unpve Inritvence—De tay. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (35 W. R. 424), 
The action was brought to set aside certain gifts made by the plaintiff to 
the defendant while the plaintiff was a member of a sisterhood of which 
the defendant was the lady superior. The plaintiff sought to recover two 
sums of stock transferred by her to the defendant in 1874, which still 
remained in the name of the defendant, and also all moneys, other than 
annual income, which had been from time to time given by the plaintiff to 
the defendant, and which had been expended by the defendant for the 
charitable ee gt in which the plaintiff and the other members of the 
sisterhood had been engaged. On the ap the claim of the plaintiff 
was confined to the sums of stock still ning in the name of the de- 
fendant. In 1868 the defendant was the lady superior of an institution or 
sisterhood, which was an association of ladies who devoted themselves to 
works of charity, with the assistance and under the spiritual direction of 
the Rev. Mr. Nihill. In 1868 the plaintiff, who was then residing with 
her mother, became an associate of the sisterhood, and joined in the 
charitable work in which they were engaged, but did not reside with them. 
In January, 1870, she became a postulant, and made a will giving all her 
property to the sisterhood ; in May of that year she became a novice; 
and in August, 1871, she became a professed sister, and, as such, took the 
vows. The rules had not then been reduced into writing, but the princi- 
ples on which the sisterhood was conducted were the same as those after- 
wards expressed in the rules, and the rules expressed in detail the vows 
of poverty, chastity, and obedience which the plaintiff took when she 
became a professed sister. Though the vow of poverty required that a 
sister should not hold any property, yet neither the vow nor the rules 
required that the property owned by any sister before she became pro- 
fessed should be made over to the superior or tothe sisterhood. The rules 
imposed the most absolute submission by the sisters to the superior, and 
prevented a sister from obtaining, without leave, the advice or counsel of 
any person not connected with the sisterhood. After the plaintiff became 
a professed sister she from time to time handed over to the defendant the 
money to which she was entitled under her father’s will; and also the 
capital moheys, as she was entitled to receive them, under that will. 
The capital moneys amounted to about £8,000, and of this she handed 
over to the defendant sums exceeding £7,000, of which the sums of stock 
amounting to £500 Ordinary Stock of the Midland Railway Co. and £1,171 
Four per Cent. Caledonian Railway Stock were still remaining in the hands 
of the defendant. The remainder had been expended for the purposes of the 
sisterhood before the action was brought. The stock was transferred to 
the plaintiff in 1874. In 1879 the plaintiff revoked her will and left the 
sisterhood, but she made no claim for the return of the property, until 
1885. Kekewich, J., dismissed the action with costs. 

Tue Covrt or Appzat (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision, Corton, L.J., differing from the majority. Oorron, L.J., 
was of opinion that there was a difference between the claim of 
the plaintiff to the stock remaining and her claim to the moneys 
given by her to the defendant and applied by her to the pur- 
poses of the sisterhood. If the money so expended had been applied 
by the transferee for her own selfish purposes, or had been obtained by 
fraud or deception on the part of the donee, probably there would have been 
no difference. But if the plaintiff had an equity to set aside gifts made 
to the defendant, the defendant would have a stronger equity ainst the 
plaintiff to prevent her from making the defendant personally liable for 
money spent by her for the charitable purposes to promote which the 
plaintiff and defendant were at the time of the expenditure associated, and 
which the plaintiff was at the time willing and anxious to promote. Was 
the plaintiff entitled to recall the s still in hand? There was no 
decision in point with reference to a case like the present. Did the case 
fall within the ciples laid down by the decisions of the Court of 
Chancery in voluntary gifts executed by parties who at the 
time were under such influence as, in the opinion of the court, enabled the 
donor to set the gift aside? These decisions might be divided into two 
classee—(1) When the court had been satisfied that the gift wae the 
result of influence expressly used by the donee for the purpose; (2) when 
the relations between the donor and donee had at or shortly before the 


g | execution of the gift been such as to raise a presumption that the donee 


had influence over the donor. In such a case the court set aside the 
voluntary gift, unless it was proved that in fact the gift was the result of 
a free exercise of the donor’s will. The first class of cases might be con- 
sidered as depending on the principle that no one should allowed 
to retain any benefit arising from his own fraud or wrongful act, In the 
second class of cases the court interfered, not on the ground that any 





wrongful act had in fact been committed by the donee, but on the 
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Influence had been denied; there was no s ion that the defendant 
acted from any selfish motive, and it could not be contended that 
the case came under the first class of decisions. In his lordship’s 
opinion the case came within the principle of the second class. At the time 
of the gift the plaintiff was a professed sister, and, as such, 
bound to make absolute submission to the defendant as 
superior of the sisterhood. She had no power to obtain in- 
dependent advice, she was in such a position that she could not freely 
exercise her own will as to the disposal of her property, and she must be 
considered as being (to use the words of Knight-Bruce, L.J., in Wright v. 
Vanderplank, 8 D. M. & G. 137) ‘not in the largest and amplest sense of 
the term, not in mind as well as person, an entirely free agent.’"” When 
she exercised her legal right to leave the sisterhood she was entitled to 
recover so much of the fund transferred by her as remained in the hands 
of the defendant, on the ground that it was property the beneficial 
interest in which she had never effectually parted with. It was urged that 
it would be contrary to public policy to grant the plaintiff relief, on the 
und that it would be a hindrance to the charitable work in which the 
plaintiff and the sisterhood were engaged, and that it would be better to 
shew those who were desirous of leaving the work that they could not take 
with them any part of‘their property. In his lordship’s opinion it would 
be wrong to put such pressure on those who might wish to leave. Such 
work, to be effectual, must be done with a g mind, and it would 
be productive of evil to attempt to retain in such a society as the 
sisterhood, by the pressure of loss of property, those whose hearts and 
will were no longer in the work, and who desired to exercise their legal 
right of withdrawing. Kekewich, J., decided against the plaintiff on 
this ground, that she had competent advice, that of her brother, before 
she joined the sisterhood, and that she then formed the resolution (as Mr. 
Nihill stated in his evidence) to give everything to the sisterhood, and 
that this prevented the subsequent transfer being set aside. In his lord- 
ship's opinion, even if there were evidence that she had, before she joined 
the sisterhood, advice on the question of how she should deal with her pro- 
verty, that would not be sufficient. The question was whether, at the 
time when she executed the transfer, she was under such influences as to 
prevent the gift being considered as that of one free to determine what 
should be done with her property. No reliance could be placed on the 
promise made to Mr. Nihill. This could not be enforced, and did not in 
any way bind her in law, or pass the property; and the title of the 
defendant depended solely on the transfer made in 1874. When the 
plaintiff left the sisterhood in 1879 she was entitled to set aside the 
transfer, and to have re-trapsferred to her the fund still held by the 
defendant. Had she lost this right by delay? The case was not like that 
of a contract voidable for fraud. There the party defrauded must elect, 
and within a reasonable time, for until he does so he retained the right 
or the benefits, however inadequate, secured to him by the contract. In 
the case of a voluntary gift like the present, the person seeking to set 
aside the transfer never received any benefit whatever from the transac- 
tion. There was an attempt to shew that in consequence of the plaintiff's 
delay in bringing the action the defendant and the sisterhood, which she 
represented, had incurred liabilities on the faith of ager ge I the money 
given by the plaintiff. But there was no evidence of this. Was the 
delay (and in this case it was very great) of itself sufficient to deprive the 
— of her right to the fund now in the defendant’s hands? The 
efendant had not pleaded the Statute of Limitations, and his lordship 
did not suggest that she could successfully have done so. In cases where 
the fact of influence depended on the result of conflicting evidence, delay 
must be important, but it could not be disputed that the plaintiff was in 
a state which necessarily subjected her to a powerful influence. The 
proof of this did not depend on parol evidence, but on the rules and 
admitted principles of the sisterhood. Mere delay in enforcing a right 
was not in ‘itself a defence. It was-very different from raising no 
objection to an act while it was being done, which might be treated as 
assent tothe act. Moreover, delay in asserting rights could not be in equity 
a defence, unless the plaintiff were aware of her rights. She deposed that 
until long after 1879 she did not know that she could set aside the gift. 
and, on the evidence, his lordship thought that she did not until long after 
1879 know her rights. The delay which had occurred since 1879 was, he 
thought, a defence against any claim on behalf of the plaintiff to the 
dividends on the stock still in the name of the defendant before the com- 
mencement of the action. But he thought it was no defence as ed 
the stock remaining in the hands of the defendant and the dividends 
accrued since the commencement of the action. At the time when the 
plaintiff left the sisterhood in 1879 that stock was property which the 
intiff was entitled to claim, as being held by the defendant in trust for 
er. The delay did not, in his lordship’s opinion, amount to evidence 
that the plaintiff recognized the gift as her own spontaneous act, and it 
could not be relied upon at having deprived the defendant of any evidence 
in her favonr which could have been adduced if the plaintiff had brought 
her action shortly after she left the sisterhood. Linpuay, L.J., said that 
there was no authority whatever for saying that the plaintiff's gifts were in- 
valid at law. It was to the doctrines of equity that recourse must be had to 
invalidate the gifts. The doctrine relied upon by the appellant was that 
of undue influence expounded and enforced in Huguenin v. Baseley B 
Ves, 273) and other cases of that class. There Lord Eldon said :—*' The 
question was not whether she knew what she was doing, had done, or 
proposed to do, but how the intention was produced; whether all that 
care and oe was placed around her, asagainst those who advised 
her, which, from their situation and relation with respect to her, the 
were bound to exert on her behalf.” But in Hugwenin v, Baseley and 
such cases it was the duty of the donee to advise and take care of the 
douor, Where there was no such duty the language of Lord Eldon ceased 
to be applicable. What, then, was the principle? Was it that it was 
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it amounted to a ratification or a confirmation of her gifts, were questions 
of mere words. It would not be fair or right to the defendant to compel 
her now to restore the money sought to be recovered. Such a result 
would not be in comformity with sound, legal, or equitable principles. 

,» LJ., concurred with Lindley, L.J.—Counset, Sir Horace 
Davey, Q.C., Finlay, Q.0., and F. B. Palmer; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., 
Warmington, Q.C., and E. Ford. Soutcrrons, Blount, Lynch, & Petre ; 
Freemans § Dicker. 


THE MINERAL WATER BOTTLE EXCHANGE AND TRADE 
PRUIECTION SOCIETIES (LIM.) AND J. COX v. BOOTH & CO. 
—Chitty, J., 8th July. 


Insuncrion—Restraint or Trape—Trapve Protection Socrrry—TRapeE 
Usion Acr, 1871, ss. 4, 23, anp Trapeze Union AmenpMent Act, 1876, 
8. 16. 


In this case the question arose as to the enforceability of an agreement 
contained in the rules of a trade protection society providing that no 
member should employ any traveller, carman, or outdoor employe who 
had left the service of another member without his consent in writing 
until after the expiration of two years from his leaving such service. 
The number of members of the society was limited to 500, and the actual 
number was 179. The members had places of business in various parts of 
the United Kingdom, and also, as it appeared in one stated instance, at 
Sydney, in New South Wales. The society moved for an interim injunc- 
tion to restrain a member from committing a breach of the agreement, 
contending that the rule was reasonable and intended to prevent mem- 
bers acquiring each other’s trade, and the cases of Rousillon v. 
Rousilion (28 W. R. 623, 14 Ch. D. 153) and Rigby v. Connol (28 W. R. 
650, 14 Ch. D. 482) were relied on. The defendant, however, submitted 
that the society was a trade union within the definitions of the Trade 
Union Act, 1871, s. 23, and of the Trade Union Amendment Act, 1876, s. 
16, and therefore that the agreement was not enforceable by reason of 
section 4 of the Act of 1871. The defendant also submitted that it was void 
as fasy Spey in restraint of trade, and cited Hilton v. Eckersley (4 W. RB. 
326, 6 E. & B. 47). 

Currry, J., said that for the purposes of a decision on the motion he 
held that the society was within the mischief of the Trade Union Acts 
vf 1871 and 1876. ‘The agreement was also void as an unreasonable re- 
straint on trade. In the first place it was an agreement, not between an 
employ and his employer, but between employers as against the 
employed. In the next place the number of the society’s members and 
its field of business was practically unlimited. The motion was refused 
sat ~ costs.—Counset, Bradford; Hall. Souicrrors, Wm. Webb; Smythe 
4 Bretiell. 


WALKER ve. THE GENERAL MUTUAL INVESTMENT BUILDING 
SOCIETY—North, J., 8th July. 


Buitptse Socrery—Dispvre wirn Memner—ArntrraTion—WITHDRAWING 
Memper—Buitpixe Socrerres Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 42), s. 34. 


This action was brought by a member of a building society, who had given 
noticeto withdraw, and whose notice had expired, against the society, claim- 
ing to restrain the society from acting upon certain resolutions which the 
plaintiff alleged to be ultra vires. The resolutions had been passed before 
the plaintiff gave his notice of withdrawal. One of the society’s rules pro- 
vided that ‘‘the board shall have power to determine all matters of dis- 
pute arising between the society and any member, or person claiming on 
account of any member; and if the party shall be dissatisfied with their 
decision, or shall refuse to abide thereby, the matter shall be referred to 
the arbitrators of the society.” This was a motion by the p!ain- 
the appointment of a receiver. On behalf of the defendants it 
ected that the dispute ought to be referred to arbitration, as pro- 

the rule. On behalf of the plaintiff it was urged that the rule 

» because he had, by his notice of withdrawal, ceased to be a 

~ cpptiontion baa — ey tam the parties the matter was treated 

as if an een made by the defendants to stay the proceed- 

in the action. : Pn 

Yontn, J., held that the rule applied, and that the dispute ought to be 

by arbitration. He made an order staying the proceedings. — 

Counsst, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and A. N. Cumming ; Cozens- Hardy, Q C., 
and Micklom. Soxsctrons, Evans & Batchelor ; Flint & Gardiner. 
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BOLTON +. THE NATAL LAND AND COLONIZATION CO.— 
North, J., 8th July. 


Paacrice—Discoveny—Arripavit oy Documents—ITEMs NOT SUFFICIENTLY 
Distinevuisnep. 


This action was brought by a shareholder in the defendant company to 
restrain the company from paying dividends, which the plaintiff alleged 
they were about to pay out of capital. The defendants had been required 
to make an affidavit of documents, and an affidavit had been made by 
their secretary, the Ist schedule to which contained 646 items. Many of 
these items ccnsisted of bundles of documents and books (such as letter- 
, each of which comprised a large number of distinct documents. 
Some of the books were general letter-books of the company and volumes 
of copies of letters. The plaintiff applied by summons to have the affidavit 
taken off the file, on the ground that it was an abuse of the process of the 
court, because it did not sufficiently distinguish which of the items in the 

y OF what parts of the items, related to the matters in question 
im the action. 


: 





Norrtn, J., 
should be taken off the file-—OounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Methold ; 
Decimus Sturges. Soxrrzcrrors, Bolton ¢ Co.; Harries, Wilkinson, § Raikes. 


Re WILLIAMS’ TRUSTS—North, J., 9th July. 


Perrrion ror AprointMENT OF New Trustesrs—Jurispicrion—No Trusraex 
ORIGINALLY APPOINTED —ReaL Estats— Vesting Oxper—Herm oF 
TestaTor Deap wiTHout Personal REPRESENTATIVE—OONVEYANCING Act, 
1881, s. 30. 


This was a —_ for the appointment of new trustees of a will. The 
testator, by his will, appointed a trustee, but the person so appointed 


died before the testator, and the will did not contain any power to ap- 3 


point new trustees. At the time of the testator’s death his sister was his 
heiress-at-law. She died in 1882 (after the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
came into operation), and on her death her son, who was hor heir, and 


who was then an infant, became heir to the testator. Administration to © 


her estate was granted, during the minority of her son, to another 
The son had attained twenty-one, but no fresh administration had been 


granted, and there was, consequently, no legal personal representative of 


the sister. Her son was served with the petition. An order vesting the 
real estate in the trustees to be appointed was asked for. Section of 
the Conveyancing Act provides that, ‘‘when an estate or interest of 
inheritance in any tenements or hereditaments is vested on any trust in 


any person solely, the same shall, on his death, notwithstanding any 


testamentary disposition, devolve to, and become vested in, his personal 


representatives or representative from time to time, in like manner as if zs 


the same were a chattel real vesting in them or him.’’ The question was 
whether it was necessary that administration should be taken out to the 
estate of the sister, or how, in the absence of a representative to her, the 
vesting order should be expressed. 

Norrn, J., held that administration was not necessary. He was of 
opinion that he had jurisdiction to appoint trustees, and he mede an 
order vesting the real estate in the new trustees ‘‘for all such estate as 
was vested ”’ in the sister at the time of her death.—Oounsei, Bardswell ; 
G. M. Dale ; Simmonds. Sourcrrors, Burton, Yeates, ¢ Co. ; 8. B. Somerville, 


Re HOBBS, HOBBS v. WADE—North, J., 11th July. 


Srarure or LrimrraTtions—Possession OF ONE TENANT In Oommon—Re- 
cerpt By Faruer or RENTS BELONGING TO InranT CurLp—3 & 4 Win, 
4, c. 27, 8. 12. 


A question arose in this case as to the operation of the Statute of Limi- 
tations as between tenants in common. The testator and his first wife 
were tenants in common in fee of gavelkind land in undivided moieties, 
She died in May, 1870, intestate, leaving two sons, 8. and J., who, according 
to the custom of gavelkind, were her co-heirs. When she died 8. was of 
but B. was only fourteen yearsold. According to the custom of gavelkind 
the testator was entitled to receive, so long as he should remain a widower, a 
moiety of the rents of his deceased wife’s moiety of the land. Upon her 
death he eritered into receipt of the whole of the rents of the land, and 
continued in such possession for more than twelve years, without 
accounting to his sons for their shares of the rents or giving any acknow- 
ledgment in bape of their title. In February, 1884, the testator 
married a second wife, and his estate by the curtesy came to an end. J., 
the younger son, attained twenty-one in 1877, and died in May, 1884. 
On his death his interest in the property descended to his brother 8., as 
heir of the mother. The testator died in November, 1884. There was 
evidence that in 1884 the testator had accounted to his son S. fer his 
share of a quarter’s rents, and made a payment to him accordingly. It 
was admitted that the title of S. to that moiety of his mother’s moiety, the 
income of which the testator was entitled to receive until his second 
marriage, could not be disputed. The question was whether the title of 8. 
to the other moiety of his mother’s moiety was barred by the Statute of 
Limitations. It was contended on behalf of 8., on the Peg of 
Thomas ¥. Thomas (2 K. & J. 79) and Wall v. Stanwick (34 Ch. D. 763), 
that the testator must be taken to have entered into receipt of the 
share of the rents which belonged to his infant son J., as his agent or 
bailiff ; that hts receipt in that character did not cease when J. attained 
twenty-one ; and that the Statute of Limitations did not, therefore, apply 
to J.’s one-eighth of the property. And it was urged that, as the testator 
had been in receipt of a part of the rents as agent for one of his sons, he 
must be taken to have been in receipt of the remainder in the same char- 
acter for the other son. 

Norru, J., held that the title of 8. to his original one-eighth was 
barred by the statute, but that bis title tothe one-eighth which descended 
to him on the death of his brother J. was not barred. On the authority 
of the above-mentioned cases his lordship held that the testator must be 
assumed to have entered into the receipt of J.’s one-eighth of the rents as 
his bailiff, and to have continued to receive them in that character until 
something was done to —> the character in which he received them. 
As to the one-eighth which originally belonged to 8., he being of age 
when the testator commenced to receive the rents, there was nothing 
in the relation of the parties to lead to the presumption that there was 
au ency or trusteeship, or that the father was receiving the rents as 
bailiff” forS. At the time when the payment of rent was made by the 
testator to 8. the statutory period had run, and no such payment could 


defeat the operation of the statute, which had already put an end to the 
title of 8. Nor was the payment any evidence that the testator had 
before the expiration of the statutory bey been in poesescion as bailiff 
for 8.—Counset, Mulligan; C. 7. Mitchell ; 

Gon ; Bolton $ Mote. 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES, 
Ex parte PATERSON, Re RATHBONE—Cave, J., 7th July. 


Banxruprcy—Disctamer or Lease—Parties ovr or Jurispicrron— 
Norrce—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 55, sun-secrion (3)—Pracrice. 


Section 55, sub-section (3), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that 
‘‘a trustee shall not be entitled to disclaim a lease without the leave of 
the court, except in any cases which may be prescribed by general rules, 
and the court may, before or on granting such leave, require such notices 
to be given to persons interested, and im such terms as a condition of 

ting leave . . . as the court ks just.”’ In the present case 

e trustee in the bankruptcy was desirous of disclaiming certain leasehold 
property situate in Ireland of which the bankrupt was ee, The 
Jandlora and the original lessee of this property lived in I d, anda 

uestion arose as to the validity of a notice to these parties in Ireland of 
the motion to disclaim. The case was therefore referred to the judge for 
decision as to the proper course to pursue. ° 

Cave, J., directed that the notices should be served on the parties in 
Ireland in the ordinary way. His lordship said that there was a clear 
distinction between the present case and a case formerly decided by him 
(unreported) in which he had declined to allow a notice to be served out 
of the jurisdiction. In that case the notice was one leading to proceedings 
against the person whom it was desired to serve, affecting his rights and 
making him liable to the jurisdiction of the court. There was nothing to 

vent the trustee from issuing a writ and obtaining leave to serve the 
writ abroad under the Judicature Acts. {n the present case there was 


' no action whatever against the persons to whom notice was to be given, 


and no writ could be issued against them. The court was asked to give 
the trustee leave to disclaim a particular lease and he was required to give 
notice to certain persons in order that the court might have all the cir- 
cumstances before it. But no remedy was ever given personally against 
the persons on whom the notice was served. e@ case was clearly not 
within the previous decision, and nctice of this application might be and 
ought to be served on the parties in Ireland.—CounsgL, Brooke Little. Soui- 
cirons, Peacock ¢ Goddard. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
AnnvaL Genera Muerine. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 8th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the Presi- 
dent, Sir H. Watson Parxen, taking the chair, 


Exection or Oornotn. 


The following members of the council, who had, under the bye-laws, 
retired from office, were declared duly elected, there being no other 
candidates :—Mr. Richard Pennington, Mr. Barnard Platts S coubied, 
Mr. John Moxon Clabon, Mr. Frederick Halsey Janson, Mr. Henry Leigh 
Pemberton, Mr. Henry Skrine Law Hussey, Mr. William Alfred Jevons, 
Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake, Mr. William Williams, Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P. 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT—AUDITORS. 

On the motion of Mr. Day (London), seconded by Mr. Inrrrz (London), 
Mr. Markby was elected President, and, on the motion of Mr. G. O. 
Humpureys, seconded by Mr. Iuirrz, Mr. B. G. Lake Vice-President, 
for the ensuing year. 

The following gentlemen were clected auditors of the society’s ac- 
counts :—Mr. J. 8. Chappelow, F.0.A., Mr. R. W. Dibdin, Mr. J. M. E. 
Collis, the Presipent stating that Mr. W. P. W. Phillimore, M.A., B.C.L., 
who had been nominsted, had written to the council requesting that his 
nomination might be withdrawn. 


Tux Socrery’s Accounts. 


The account of receipts and payments for the year ending 3lst Decem- 
ber, 1886, as certified to by the auditors, was laid before the meeting, and 
the Presipent moved its adoption. 

The account stated that the total income of the society during the year 
had amounted to £23,532 9s. 94., which included a balance on the Ist of 
January, 1885, of £823 7s. 1d., and that, after the t of all out- 
goings, there remained a balance at the bankers of £1,272 15s. 9d. 

Mr. Purtimors said that he had given notice to move the follo 
amendment :—‘‘ That the annual account be referred back to the Finance 
Committee to supply to the members an amended account, shewing wh 
the 3rd, 4th, 7th, 8th, 14th, and 16th items of wae which pow Bare 
in 1884 to £2,936 10s. 8d., have increased in 1886 to £5,503 2s. Le 
; and 


notwithstanding that the society’s income last sony? has diminish 
£1,089 13s. 8d., and the number of articled clerks decreased "’ 

he thought this would be the proper time at which he should ask the 
question, notice of which he had given to the council, as follows :—‘‘ Why 
in the annual accounts for the years 1884-1886 the item of ‘ Printing, 
conpegy | &c.,’ has increased from £699 12s. 4d. to £1,187 14s. 11d. ; 
that of ‘ Postages and Sundries, &c.,’ from £533 to £788 4s. 4d.; that of 
* Other Expenses, including Examination Postage,’ from £896 14s, 8d. to 
£1,625 85. 9d. ; that of ‘ Registration Expenses, &c.,’ from £419 18s, 4a. 


to £1,295 19s. 7d.; that of ‘Sundry Bills,’ from £327 8s. 4d. to £495 9s. 94d. ; 
and that of ‘ Voluntary Subscriptions,’ £59 178. to yd 5s?” 


t in a 
it to pass, 


He would therefore ask that question so that the meeting 
position to judge whether the accounts were such as they 





The Prestpent said that Mr. Pennington, who had the charge of the 


finances of the society, would answer the question. 

Mr. E. Kner (London) would like, before Mr. Pennington rose, 
draw the attention of the meeting to some comments of the council 
the accounts, which seemed to him to be somewhat extraordinary, and 
evidently made as the result of remarks made at previous general meet- 
ings. The members would recollect that there had been considerable dis- 
cussion as to whether the income received from articled clerks was fairly 
devoted to the objects for which it was obtained. The council stated in 
the report as follows:—“ The item of £10,411 6s. 2d. represents income 
received by the society from articled clerks and from prize funds; 
the item of £3,591 12s. represents income derived from fees paid for the 

and commissions 


preparation and issue of registrar’s entering 

to administer oaths.”” The re then went on to say :—*‘ The council 
are, however, of opinion that first three items in the second column 
of disbursements, amounting to £2,455 16s., are chargeable to the society's 
income of £8,633 3s. 11d., while the next two items in the second col 
amounting to £4,924 15s. 7d.. are chargeable t the Articled 

Fund ; that the item of £1,295 19s. 7d. sh be charged against the 
agp ges income, and that the remaining items are properly apportion- 
able and payable out of the three funds.”” Then they went on to say: 
--" The item of £988 9s. 6d. for interest on the balance of loans must 
considered as forming part only of a sum chargeable against the three 
funds in the nature of rent, equivalent to interest on the sum of 
£115,509 18s. 4d. e: ded in the purchase of site and erection of build- 
ings. In fact, the whole of the £10,411 6s. 2d. is exhausted by payments 
towards which that fund is applicable.”’ This seemed to him a non 
sequitur. It did not appear to clear as to how that £10,411 was 
exhausted. All that a — tedecstahon quoi y tere he sum of 
£4,924, which the coun was chargeable against the Arti Clerks’ 
Fund. He would like to know about the balance of £6,000. The 

should make this clear to the fession and the public, not only in 
their report, but on the face of their account. 

Mr. Pennrnoron said he would answer Mr. Kimber first. Mr. Kimber 
had, in effect, put the same question as was put by Mr. Phillimore he 
(Mr. Pennington) thought two years , which had been afterwards 
submitted to the judges, and upon which they had roy their 
opinion that the accounts were proper accounts, and that the disposition 
of the money, as appearing from the accounts, was aright and proper dis- 
position. The rt stated that ‘‘ the remaining items are 
apportionable Pox ge payable out of the three funds.” The 

the articled clerks with what they 

roportion of the expenses of the 
buildings, and, in fact, the 
that, as the articled clerks 
the society should not bear the whole of the 
maintaining the establishment. The matter had 
and an account had been prepared, which hed been shewn to the judges, 
proving that, in fact, every shilling of the Articled Clerks’ Fand had 
exhausted, and that the council had attributed to them a fair and 
proportion in the nature of rent, and a fair and proper 
the other ex which were incurred by the society. He thought that 
what he had said would probably be a sufficient answer. 

Mr, Puriimore said that in one place the council said that he pro- 
porticns must be very much a matter of estimate. 

Mr. Pexnincron : No doubt. 

Mr. Purttmore complained that the council had never given the mem 
ate the announs they Rel settnatei San ive enn ee 
along was the duty e council—namely, to state the proportions in which 
they thought each of these funds should bear the In 
place they had said, as Mr. Kimber had pointed out, the whole of the 
£10,411 6s. 2d. was exhausted by payments towards which that fund was 
applicable. He = Phillimore) had called a of the Lord 
Chief Justice to the matter, as Pennington said, some time 
and the correspondence which at that woman Kayees between the 
and himself was extremely unsatisfactory, could no explanation 
of the question the a had submitted to the Lord Justice. He 
wanted to know definitely whether this was a matter of guess, or whether 
the council had a list of figures as. to how the funds should be pro- 
portioned. 

Mr. Pennrncron replied that the council had come to the conclusion, 
after very careful consideration, that it would be very inconvenient 
submit to members as an account what was 


B 


aa 


wing ublished and circulated amongst the members he (Mr. could 
ie actin upon the subject more than pad jetta ye = mp hme 


lution of the society to 
venient, and so the council 
could give. 
Mr. Punineonn urged thas the mofical counell gave cluties Sntismer 
tion. Mr. Pennington had not answered his 
ordinary increase which had taken place in the expenditure. 
Mr. Pswnmoron sald, with respect to the item for printing, that 
in 1884 the expenses of purchasing rules were not charged to this 
SS At present t mere eee 
ore necessarily increased amount expended. 
the and sundries 


effect. It 
thought, 
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very considerable item. The third item was with regard to the “other 


es, including examination postage.”’ Up till 1884 the item of 
printing and stationery had appeared separately. It was now merged in 
** other expenses,”’ and therefore that item was necessarily swelled. Then 
there was the matter of ‘‘ registration expenses, &c.,’’ increased from 
£419 18s. 4d. to £1,295 19s. 7d. That item included a portion of the cost 
of the rules, and was, for the reasons he had already given, very 
much larger than in 1884. ‘Sundry bills’’—the principal cause of in- 
crease in this item was the amount paid to a painter for cleaning, which 
it had been thought it was not proper to bring under the head of repairs. 
Again, the council had paid £70 for a doctor, which was a special item 
not likely to occur in. The increase in ‘“‘ voluntary subscriptions’? was 
due to the fact that the council had made a special contribution of £52 10s. 
to King’s College Hospital. 

Mr. Purtrmore could not understand still how the registration item 
was increased. 

Mr. Pexnincton, whilst very glad to give every information, thought 
it extremely inconvenient that he should be called upon to give explana- 
tions of details st this meeting which could be readily afforded if Mr. 
Phillimore would call at the cashier’s office after giving him (Mr. Pen- 
nington) notice. He should then have the completest information, and he 
could then bring a motion before the society. That seemed the business- 
like way to treat the matter. He (Mr. Pennington) deprecated the time 
of the meeting being taken up in this manner upon mere detail items of 
the account. The accounts had been carefully examined by auditors, and 
if the auditors had been dissatisfied with any item they would have re- 
fused to pass it. He had only to repeat that the expenditure in the 

urchase of rules was the main cause of the large increase from £419 18s. 4d. 
to £1,295 19s. 7d. The probabiity was that next year there would be a 
corresponding decrease, unless, of course, the authorities chose to issue 
rules upon every conceivable subject. The council circulated the rules 
for the benefit of the members. They thought it right to give them every 
possible information that came to them, therefore there could be no doubt 
as to the propriety of the expenditure. 

Mr. Purtumore then moved: ‘‘That the annual account be referred 
back to the Finance Committee to supply to the members an amended 
account, shewing why the 3rd, 4th, 7th, 8th, 14th, aud 16th items of pay- 
ment, which amounted in 1884 to £2,936 10s. 8d., have increased in 1886 
to £5,503 2s. 4d., notwithstanding that the society’s income last year has 
diminished £1,039 13s. 8d., and the number of articled clerks has 
decreased.” He said he thought this would be the most convenient way 
to get the accounts dealt with, and said that three years ago he had 
endeavoured to gain the information by going to the office but had been 
unable todoso. When items increased so largely it was the bounden 
daty of the council to refer to the increase. The long and short of Mr. 
Pennington’s answer was that the society had spent a little more on rules, 
bat it was not altogether satisfactory, because he had told them that there 
had been some turning about of expenses from ore item to another. It 
was a prime necessity that their accounte should be given out with a great 
deal more detail. No sundries ought to appear for a larger amount than 
£20, but the items should be specifically meationed. There was a very 
strong impression abroad that the £10,000 received from the articled 
clerks was not expended wholly to that account. He had ascertained 
since he had sent in his notice of motion that the society's income had 
not decreased, but it had increased by about £124. The number of 


Mr. Krusee seconded the resolution pro formd, observing that to his 
mind the explanation of Mr. Pen=.ington was not satisfactory, and he did 
not think Mr. Pennington had dealt with it with the dignity which be- 
came a member of the council. There was no reason why the members 
should not have a business-like statement. Why did not the council refer 
to the increased activity of the society as a reason for increased expendi- 
ture? He believed the society had been more active than usual, but it 
would be more satisfactory to see the accounts set out differently. 

Mr. Marvin Greex (Worthing) agreed entirely with Mr. Pennington 
that it was most inconvenient to discuss these details at a general 
meeting. The conveniert course to adopt would be to get an auditor who 
was critically disposed to give them a separate report, and if Mr. Philli- 
more had not withdrawn his candidature and had been appointed the 
society would have had the thing thoroughly brought before them and 
they would understand exactly what it would be desirable to have in the 
, but would never get it from these inconvenient debates 
they had every year. He gravely doubted whether there was as 

economy exercised as there might be in the matter of printing. 
hoped they would not pass the & teenie tt fanted a ear. 

amount of slur upon the Finance Committee. 
The amendment wes put and negatived by a large majority. 
The Paesipext then put the motion roving of the account, which 
od. P approving 9 


rfl 


Tue Awwvat Report. 


The Parstpext moved that the annual report be received, a wed, and 
entered upon the minutes. ™ paikbiitis 


Mr. J.B. Buxsox (London) read the following paragraph, which sppnenes in 
the report with regard to legal education at the anivernitice:——“ matter, 
which must always be one of great interest to the profession, was brought 
forward st the York provincial meeting by Mr. F. P. Morrell, and it was 
it was desirable that the facilities for obtaining a university 
solicitors showld be extended, and that it be referred toa 
_—— by the council to inquire how that object could be 
L. matter was, in accordance with this resolution, referred to 
Examination Committee, by whom preliminary inquiries are being 


I 


+ 





made both at Oxford and Cambridge.” 


Cambridge. He suggested that these inquiries should be extended to 
London, not merely to the existing university, but perhaps rather to those 
bodies which were at the present moment supporting and directing the 
movement in favour of a more close association of examining and teach. 
ing in London. It might be within their knowledge that a reform of the 
University of London was proceeding from within as well as from with. 
out, and that the Committee of Convocation had suggested a scheme, one 
section of which provided for the representation on the governing body of 
the university of this society. Oonvocation, of course, had only advisory 
functions, and not executive. The senate of the university had also 
appointed a committee to consider the reform of the university, which had 
drawn up a scheme which had been reported by them to the senate, 
That did not provide for the representation of the society upon the 
governing body of the university, and thereupon a resolution had been 
carried referring the scheme back to the committee, so that they might 
consider the desirability of the society being represented upon the 
governing body of the university. The Council of the University College 
of London, of which he was a member, and the Council of King’s College, 
bad taken up the work, and had adopted a petition to the Crown, having 
for its main object the power to confer degrees in several faculties, omit- 
ring for the moment the faculty of laws, because they had found some 
difficulty in associating themselves with the Council of Legal Education 
and the Council of the Law Society, who were practically at the head of 
the legal education of solicitors. 

Mr. Dopps, M.P., said that he ought, perhaps, to have made the suggestion 
he was about to offer to the council when the report was under their con- 
sideration. He would suggest that there sho be, if there was to be 
any extension at all, an extension to the universities generally. There was 
now in the North of England the University of Durham, which for some time 
had made very little progress, but now, under the genial influence of the 
Bishop of Durham, it was making very considerable progress, and he 
thought that any privilege which should be extended to graduates of 
Oxford and Cambridge should also be extended at least to the University 
of Durham. 

Mr. N. Hanuarr (London) said that last year he had brought forward a 
motion proposing that some sort of co-operation should take place between 
the society, or the council, and the bodies or committees which were then 
attempting to perfect the reform of the University of London, and to 
infuse into that body a teaching element. It had been then thought that 
it was not for the society to shew any great avidity to assist the University 
of London in reforming itself, particularly as it was not a teaching body, 
and therefore the society could not co-operate with it in the sense of 
improving education. But he trus after the steps which had been 
taken to improve legal education at Oxford and Cambridge, they would 
also apply themselves to assisting in the scheme for making the University 
of London a teaching vengawre A and shewing some readiness on the part of 
the society to. accept the privileges propored to be conferred upon it. 

Mr. F. K: Munton (London) referred to the paragraph of the report 
dealing with the Middlesex Registry, the concluding portion of which 
was: — “Mr. Munton, with the approval of the council, is now 
testing the question judicially whether a commissioner to administer 
oaths in London has or has not a right to administer the oath 
verifying the memorial—the registrar contending that the oath can 
only be administered at the office of the Middlesex Registry by 
one of the officials there.” He said his attention had been drawn 
to some correspondence which had taken place in the legal journals with 
regard to the course now adopted in the Middlesex Registry which would 
have to be brought before the society at scme time or other. Since the 
proceedings referred to had been taken and the fees fixed, the difficulties 
thrown in the way of the profession were very much greater than 
formerly, and they were exceptionally so as regarded the so-called 
lexicographicel index to which one had to for the purpose of 
making an ordinary search. He thought the society had better 
proceed with one thing at a time, and they had better dispose of the 
vath question before asking the council to take up other matters, how- 
ever important they might be. With regard tothe audience of persons 
other than solicitors in county courts, which was referred to in the re > 
it was known that a committee had been sitting at the Law Institution w 
bad under consideration the subject of county courts. The last meeting 
of that committee had taken place that morning, and he was justified in 
stating that there had been a g on the part of the committee that they 
might meet the views which were expressed by the council and which were 
somewhat contrary to their previous report. He believed that by a little 
give and take on either side a satisfactory would be arrived at, and 
that great benefit would arise therefrom. He then referred to the Selden 
Society, which, he said, had for ite object to the study of 
English law. About 100 eminent members of the other side of the 
fession were connected with it, and they were desirous of getting soli 
to unite with them in forming a good strong society. He hoped the 
council would see their way to assistance to the forwarding of 
the society, and that many solicitors would be induced to join it. 


Mr. Kixwex said no severer rebuke could have been given to the society 


than the observations of Mr. Munton. The object of the Selden Society 

was to e the study and advance the knowledge of the history of 

~~ law. thought that was one of the objects of the Incorporated 
w Society — 


The Puxswent reminded Mr. Kimber that as a matter of courtesy he ~ 
had allowed Mr. Munton to refer to the Selden Society, but the matter — 


was not mentioned in the report, and he could not permit a general digs 
cusejon upon it, 
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He said he gathered from it that ~ 
the committee was limiting its inquiries to the universities of Oxford and — 
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Mr. Kncser said there were certainly some observations in the report 
with reference to legal education, where it said that the subjects set and 
the standard required at the Preliminary Examination had for some time 
past been under the careful consideration of the council, and that with 
the view of increasing the efficiency of that examination certain altera- 
tions had been resolved on, including (1) the substitution of passages for 
translation at sight in the Language Examinations in lieu of passages 
from books set beforehand, (2) the addition of Algebra up to simple 
equations and the first four books of Euclid in the Arithmetic Examina- 
tion, (3) a more stringent regard to spelling and English composition. 
He was very sorry to see this last statement, for he should have mmagined 
that every gentleman who presented himself for the Preliminary Examina- 
tion would have had beforehand a stringent regard to spelling and com- 
position, but he supposed the council thought otherwise. It was a con- 
fession on the part of the council that the members were behind even the 
Matriculation Examinations at the universities. Considering the tendency 
of modern education, especially of technical education, the council ought 
to insist on a greater acquisition of modern languages. Two foreign 
languages at least should be insisted upon. With regard to the Agri- 
cultural Tenants’ Relief Bill, the report contained the following :—‘‘ The 
Bill purports to protect the landlord by provisions which appear to the 
council to be inadequate. The proposal of the Bill as to the division of 
rates is that the tenant shall be entitled to deduct from his rent one-half 

of all sums paid by him during the current half-year or year for poor 
and other rates assessed or leviable upon the tenant. If this should 
become law, it appears to the council that power should be given to the 
landlord to appeal against the assessments in the aame way as the occupier 
may appeal.”” The report also stated that the provisions for the protec- 
tion of the landlord in the Act of 1883 appeared to the council to be 
reasonable and proper, and such as ought not to berepealed. He doubted 
very much whether the council would find themselves in consonance with 
the general opinion of the members of the profession. He should like 
them to give their reasons for the opinion they had come to. To his 
mind these provisions were unreasonable and improper, and the Govern- 
ment were perfectly justified in bringing in a Bill to repeal them. 

Mr. Marxny: It is not a Government Bill. 

Mr. Krvner said that at any rate it was well supported on the Con- 
servative side of the House. The report under the head of ‘‘ Delays in the 
Taxation of Costs in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions’? had the 
following paragraph :—*The council suggest that the best course to 
adopt would be to assign three masters to each division (one each for cases 
from A. to F., from G. to N., and from O. to Z.), and that they should 
attend in the same division every sitting during the year. Further, that 
the masters should be required to attend at the opening of the offices 
at ten o’clock, and stay till four o’clock, and that there should be three 
masters in daily attendance during the whole of the Long Vacation. 
The taxation of costs by one particular master to whom the action has 
been assigned should be abolished, subject, however, to power being given 
in special cases where the sitting master may think it necessary to refer 
to the particular master to whom the action has been ed any ques- 
tion that may arise upon the taxation of the costs.” He thought the 
council were entitled to the gratitude of the members for the suggestions 
they had made. It wasalso stated that during the past year twenty-one 
solicitors had, at the instance of the society, been struck off the roll; and 
two had been suspended, and that other cases were now pending. He 
was sorry the council had not thought proper to express their regret at 
this state of things. He urged that, where a solicitor was convicted of a 
criminal offence, power should be given to the judge to remove his name 
from the roll, and that it should be made a part of the sentence. He 
objected that there was nothing in the report about Sir Albert Rollit’s 
Bill for compulsory registration or about the Criminal Evidence Bill, and 
that nothing was said about a court of criminal appeal or about judicial 
slander, with respect to which there had been an important case recently. 
Judicial slander did not always happen in the magistrates’ courts, but 
sometimes in the High Court, and it ought to be put an end to. With 
regard to delays in the Chancery Division, he said there were 900 
ea waiting to be heard, and insisted that there ought to be more 

udges. 

Mr. R. 8. Fraser (London) said that everyone must be struck by the 
great amount of attention given by the council to the subjects treated of 
in the report. With regard to legal education he said he felt that every- 
one applying to be inrolled, if he had not received a fairly liberal educa- 
tion was unfit to be inrolled, and the judges should have the power of 
veto in such cases. With respect to the Land Transfer Bill, he objected 
that solicitors’ work should be handed over, as in the case of the Bank- 
ruptcy Bill, to gentlemen who were not solicitors. This the solicitors 
were threatened with, and it was proposed that they should practically be 
disfranchised, in the first place by the constitution of a Land Transfer 
Registry, which was to consist of certain gentlemen who were not solici- 
tors. He felt that they should make a strong protest st the con- 
tinuance of this in the Bill, and as far as they could that they should 
leave no stone unturned to insure that the work should be left to solici- 
tors. Solicitors did not want to push their way into the courts, therefore 
barristers ought not to push themselves into the work of solicitors. He 
contended that solicitors only ought to be placed on the Land 
Registry. With regard to the rules he urged that the council ought to be 
asked to prepare them under the approval of the Lord Chancellor, and he 
— the council would consider this point. 

r. Purtummore disagreed with what had been said by Mr. Kimber and 

Mr. Fraser with pa ong to the examination. He did not think it the dut 
of the society to raise the standard. In the report of the committee whic 
had considered the accommodation in the library it was said that many 


at their principals’ offices; and if the standard of examination was raised 
it would, he thought, be likely to aggravate the evil. He 
variance with Mr. Kimber with regard to his observations on 
tural Tenants’ Relief Bill. He indorsed what had been said 
to the Selden Society, also with respect to the University of London and 
legal education. 

The report was then adopted. 


Ocronger Meertinas. 

Mr. Meztvitt Green moved, in accordance with notice: “ That a 
committee be appointed to consider and report on the a 
of the October Meetings, and 
selection of readers and speakers, limiting length of speeches, and 
giving right of reply; time of distributing prints of the papers; pre- 
vious publication of the programme of the meeting; admission to the 
debates of solicitors not yet members; and all other point« likely to 
increase the interest and beneficial influence of these meetiogs.’’ He said 
that, under the present arrangements, the discussions had the tendency to 
be of a desultory character, and therefore lees effective than they might 
be. The papers contributed were contributed by individuals who took an 
interest in the subject on which they wrote, but which might not 
to be one of general interest. He referred to several of the papers at the 
last meeting as a proof of this. He did not think a committee would have 
selected some of the subjects which were brought forward. Further, the 
members did not know what subjects were coming on until ar had 
coege ied made up their minds to attend. The Land Transfer had 

m discussed last month on two days, but with much less vigour and 
effect than if it had been announced beforehand. But he only proposed 
that the mode of cond the meetings should be considered 

The Presrpent said he not think apy objection would be offered to 
the motion, which was a very reasonable one. Would he arrange as to 
the choice of the committee ? ; 

. Grezn said he would be disposed to leave it to the council to 
nominate the committee. 

Mr. 8. Day (London) said he was about to propose that a committee of 
the council and of such members of the society, not exceeding any number 
agreed upon, should be nominated by the council. 

Mr. Green was quite of that opinion. 

Mr. Day then seconded the motion. 

Mr. Puariimore suggested an amendment: ‘‘That a committee be 
appointed to draw up rules of procedure and debate for all general 
meetings, and expecially to cunsider and report on the arrangements of 
the October meetings, &c.”’ 

The Paestpent said Mr. Green’s motion had reference to the October 
meetings and not to other general meetings. 

Mr. Purttrmore moved his amendment, but it was not seconded. 

Mr. Day observed that he rather objected to that part of the motion 
which suggested the admission to the debates of solicitors who were not 
members. 

The motion was carried. 


Soxrcrrors AND AUCTIONEERS. 


Mr. Cuamuertarn (London) said he had been deputed by Mr. Gribble to 
move the following resolution, of which he eo nutice: “‘ That the 
committee appointed at the general erm ne for aedige the 28th of January, 
1887, to consider and report to the council w or not it is expedient 
to assimilate the practice in England gen 
the North of England with reference to the em 
of soowennnes = ae ag to consider - report 4 the — 
any questions affecting the on sales of property by public a 
and the remuneration of and auctioneers for te | sales.’ 

Mr. Exterron (London) seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 


Reorstry or Trrie. 
Mr. E. Bone (London) yey ——- with rece “ That it 
is undesirable and unnecessary purpose of establ ga 
of registry of title, that the State should assume the of 
either declaring the title of land to be indefeamble, or of guarantecing 


H 


it.” He said he was not proposing any new , but was simply asking 
the society to approve of the plan which was proposed many years 
Ln we Man Bellen and seppucted by Me B. Wiking 
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Mr. Cookeon, ap’ by 
Field, and with respect to which they had 
the House of Commons and then 
1857 of the feasability of their plan. Had the 
had dealt with the subject since then adhered 
question would have been in a different 
1852 Mr. Cookson had t forward 
registry of title. In 1853 a Bill had 
of insurances. Mr. Cookson, Mr. 
oa no eae be proceeded 
urances should ni 
should be appointed to consider the 
had repo’ in 1857 in favour of 
a deed should be put on the 
existing, subject to all rights 
tration, but not to an 
this report before him 
tion, and in 1862 with his Bill he 
Wentbury’s Act contained the atuort wo) 
admittedly a failure, Only 411 persons had 
whom 170 had taken themselves off the register. As 
warranted — they had a it 
court rolls, he thought 
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were extremely workable and that their safety was almost undisputed. 
He ventured to hope that the society would pass the resolution and 
that the council would be enabled under it to go a little further than 
they had done in the valuable report which they had made, in which 
they only declared that, whether compulsory or not, a system of guar- 
anteed title was preferable to that of indefeasible title as contemplated 
by the Bill, and that they would be able to use the influence of the 
society in the House of Commons in favour of the excellent system of 
Mr. Cookson and Mr. Field. 

Mr. Fraser seconded the motion, observing that it would be better 
that the society should have a special meeting to consider the matter. 

Mr. Cuamsex.ain wished to move anamendment, He said that with so 
small a meeting at this late hour it was not expedient that such a resolu- 
tion should go forth as a resolution of the society. It ran more or less 
counter to the report which had already been handed in to the Lord 
Chancellor. The best way of dealing with it would be to refer it to the 
council to consider the question. He was far from suggesting that the 
council had not already considered it, bnt he thought that would be 
the best form for the resolution to take, and he would move that as an 
amendment. 

Mr. B. G. Laxz (London) suggested that, in view of the present state 
of the meeting, Mr. Blyth should withdraw the motion, otherwise he (Mr. 
Lake) would feel himself compelled to give some reasons why it would be 

lient to pass it. 

Mr. Biyrtu said he would prefer Mr. Chamberlain’s amendment. 

Mr. Laxe was afraid the council had considered it so often that the 
amendment would not be of much value. 

Mr. B. J. L. Frere (London) thought the points of the motion too 
— There was an abundance of more important objections to the 

He did not think they would gain much by passing the resolution 
at a meeting of twenty-five or thirty gentlemen such as this had dwindled 
to. The resolution, moreover, did not touch a great many things which 

tt to be brought under consideration. 
. Brytu said he cordially agreed with the statement that there were 
other objections. 

Mr. W. Witu1ams (London) thought it very undesirable that the motion 
should be discussed at this late hour. He was the only survivor of the 
members of the council who had assisted Mr. Cookson and Mr. Field in 
bringing forward the scheme which had been referred to as having been 
before council in 1853. He (Mr. Williams) had been examined before 
the House with Mr. Cookson and Mr. Field and Mr. John Buller, and it 
was through the intervention of Mr. Cookson, Mr. Field, and himself 
that Mr. Buller had prepared the Bill which was appended to the report 
of the Committee of the House of Commons in 1853. Whilst he entirely 
acceded to the motion before the meeting, he thought it very undesirable 
that it should go forth as a resolution of the society as there were so few 
present. There were many other points of more practical importance for 
the consideration of landowners than this icuiar question, and he 
thought it would be very desirable that those particular points which 
would come with the greatest force to all landowners should be brought 
to their attention in some pointed way. The necessity of a landowner to 
register his title before he could sell an acre or grant a building lease was 
very objectionable. In connection with the subject he might mention 
that a short time since a client, a Member of Parliament, had said to him, 
——t the Land Transfer Bill, that he had followed Lord Salisbury, 
and he followed the Lord Chancellor. He (Mr. Williams) had said, 
“Do you know what you are doing? I am sellmg for you every week 
land for building purposes in Surrey and in Hampshire. 
building leases tor you, but, if the district should include Surrey or 
ae I shall not be able to sell an acre of your land or granta 

ing lease without registering your title.’ He said, ‘‘ You do not 
mean it?”’ He (Mr. Williams) had replied, ‘‘ Yes, I do; and you have 
followed your leader and voted for that scheme.’’ He had said, *‘I did 
not know it, and wish you had told me.’”’ He (Mr. Williams) had re- 
plied, ‘‘ You have had the reports of the Council of the Law Society, and 
you have seen what they have said on the subject; but you have blindly 
followed the Lord Chancellor, and the consequences be upon your own 
head. It forms no part of the duty of lawyers to protect the landowners 
if they will not themselves.” But that was the state of affairs, 
and it seemed to him (Mr. Williams) very undesirable that such a resolution 
should be passed without matters of more importance being 
attended to. He did not think this was the only point which required 
attention espe it would be very much better if the meeting would 
it. 
Mr. Brrrx withdrew the motion. 


Tue Socrery’s Catzwpanr. 
Mr. Pumttmoxr asked, in pursuance of notice: ‘‘Why is the annual 
account now omitted from the Calendar ?”’’ F 
Mr. Paexsiscrox said the answer was that the Calendar was divided into 
two parts. The first part, which would not be published every year, con- 
tained this year the statement of accounts. 


Tue Lierarr. 
Mz. Putitwmonr, in view of what had been already said and of the 
im the report concerning the library, said he would not ask the 
questions of which he had given notice :—*‘ (1) Why the amount 
ee oe ao im the last two years has been diminished from 
12s. 114. to £479 16s. 94.7 (2) Whether the council intend to take 
any, and, if so, what steps to improving the library 7?” 


Tue Neuere or Jcpers. 
Mz. BR. 6. Fuasex had given notice of the following motion, which Mr, 


I am granting | 


Mvnton had undertaken to second:—(1) That, in the opinion of this 
meeting, more judges are required to deal with the current judicial work. 
(2) That, pending such addition to the judicial strength of the courts as 
may be necessary to meet the demands upon it, it is expedient that a 
Board of Arbitration should be appointed by this society, to consist of 
solicitors; and that it should bea recommendation to the members of this 
society to insert in contracts prepared by them an arbitration clause, re- 
ferring all questions which may arise thereon to such board. (3) That it 
be referred to a special committee of members to frame such rules as ma 
be necessary to carry out the second of these resolutions, and that su 
rules, when framed, be submitted to a special meeting of this society for 
confirmation. He said he thought there would be a large number of 
solicitors ready to give their assistance to the council in the way indicated. 
He would be quite content to accept the nominations of the council in 
connection with actions in which he was concerned. Anything would be 
better than that clients should be starved out as they were. How the lists 
were arranged under present circumstances it puzzled one to conceive. 
He felt, however, that the subject would be better discussed at a fuller 
meeting, and he would be glad if any of the members who thought the 
matter worthy of consideration would communicate with him with a 
view to arranging for a ae meeting of the society to be called by 
requisition to the council. He would therefore withdraw the resolution. 

Mr. Green eaid that, as there was no provincial meeting this year, a 
very good opportunity would be afforded for calling a meeting in Novem- 
ber, and it would not give rise to the inconvenience which might be felt 
in other years. The next ordinary general meeting would not be until 
January. 

Mr. Newman (London) moved, and Mr. Day seconded, a vote of thanks 
to the President, which terminated the proceedings. 





The following are extracts from the report of the council :— 

Number of Members.—The society now consists of 4,922 members, of 
whom 2,669 practice in town, and 2,251 in the country ; 436 new members 
have joined tke society during the past year, but the society have lost 
through death and other causes 159; so that the actual increase is 277. 

Lectures and Law Classes in the Provinces.—In their last annual report the 
council stated that if lectures and classes could be established in local 
centres, such as Bristol, Exeter, Leeds, Manchester, and Newcastle-on- 
Tyne, the society would contribute in aid of the scheme a sum equal to 
the contribution of the local society, but not exceeding £100; such grant 
to be reconsidered every year. Since then lectures and classes have been 
established at Newcastle-on-Tyne, in addition to those previously es- 
tablished at Birmingham and Liverpool. The council have addressed 
communications to the provincial law societies, asking whether any 
provision for the legal education of articled clerks exists in their districts, 
or whether a desire for the establishment of any system for the p 
prevails amongst the members of the profession there. The council have 
continued the grants to Birmingham and Newcastle-on-Tyne; and, havin 
regard to the special efforts made by the Liverpool Board of Le 
Studies for the Promotion of Legal Education, they have also decided to 
one ’ Ag grant to Liverpool from £100 to £150 for the year ending 
April, 

Legal Education at the Universities.—This matter, which must always be 
one of great interest to the profession, was brought forward at the York 
Provincial Meeting by Mr. F. P. Morrell, and it was resolved that it was 
desirable that the facilities for obtaining an university education by solici- 
tors should be extended, and that it be referred to a committee appointed 
by the council to inquire how that object could be attained. The matter 
was, in accordance with this resolution, referred to the Examination 
Committee, by whom preliminary inquiries are being made both in Oxford 
and Cambridge. 

Examinations.—The result of the last four Preliminary, Intermediate, 
and Final Examinations is as follows :— 

Prelimi Ezamination.—In July, 1886, 134 candidates passed and 30 
were postponed; in October 121 passed and 44 were tponed; in 
eye , 1887, 138 = and 36 were postponed ; and in May 118 passed 

were pos' A 

Intermediate Rentoakin.-te June, 1886, 192 candidates passed and 90 
were postponed ; in November 262 passed and 67 were postponed; in 
January, 1887, 147 passed and 55 were postponed; and in April 200 

and 67 were poct , 

Final Eg ap ee June, 1886, 294 candidates peers. “s Pa were 
postponed ; ovember 221 passed and 56 were postponed ; anuary, 
1887, 159 poueh and 73 were postponed; and in April 155 paseed and 69 
were postponed. 

Preliminary Examination.—The subjects set and the standard required at 
the Preliminary Examination have for some time t been under the 
careful consideration of the council. With the view of increasing the 
efficiency of that examination, certain alterations were resolved on, in- 
cluding (1) the substitution of pessages for translation at sight in the 
yoy Examinations m lieu of ao from books set beforehand ; 
(2) the addition of Algebra up to simple equations and the first four 
books of Euclid in the Arithmetic Examination; (3) a more stringent 
regard to ping and English composition. The addition of Algebra 
; and Euclid involved an alteration in the regulations requiring the previous 
approval of the judges. On the altered tions being submitted for 





approval of the judges, they objected to this addition to the arith- 
metic eg being treated as essential, and a ed it only upon the 
terms Euclid and Algebra could, at the oes of the candidate, be 
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acquirements of candidates, and securing that those who pass shall have | would take for the matter referred to. A clause similar 
had a sound training in the essential branches of an ordinary education. | to that is ogg has been introduced by his lordship into 
Final Examination.—During the past year the council has also made | the Land er 


alterations in the distribution of subjects at the Final Examination and in 
the number of questions set in each. 

In this re-arrangement the old classification of these subjects into 
‘* essential ” and ‘‘ non-essential’? has been abandoned. It is considered 
that the new distribution will better secure that candidates should be ex- 
amined (as provided by the statutes) in all branches of the law connected 
with ‘‘ matters usually transacted by solicitors.’’ 

Trustees’ Powers and Clauses. —This question, which was referred to in the 
reports for the years 1884, 1885, and 1886, has been again under the 
consideration of the council, and the draft of a Bill has been prepared to 
remove the difficulties under which trustees labour in consequence of the 
recent decisions relating to payment of purchase-money, depreciatory 
conditions, loans and purchases by trustees, and the employment of 
agents by trustees, and also to afford relief to trustees in other respects, 
but there has been no opportunity this year to bring the Bill into Parlia- 
ment. 

Land Transfer Bill.—The most important Bill of the session, so far as the 
legal profession and the large part of the public who are interested in 
land are concerned, is the Land Transfer Bill, introduced by the Lord 
Chancellor in the House of Lords. His lordship, immediately after the 
intyoduction of the Bill, sent a copy to the council for consideration, and 
a committee was appointed to carefully examine and report upon its pro- 
visions. Steps were, at the same time, taken by the council to ascertain 
the opinion of the country law societies, and in the meantime a prelimi- 
nary report on the Bill was forwarded to his lordship. Ata later period a 
fuller report was submitted, of which a print is sent herewith as the 
readiest mode of communicating to the members the views of the council 
on the Bill. The council will continue to watch the progress of the Bill, 
and to make any suggestions for its improvement which may appear 
necessary, It must, however, be doubtful, having regard to the state of 
public business, whether the Bill can become an Act in this session; and, 
if it should not do so, the council will suggest to the Lord Chancellor 
that much time and difficulty would be saved if the Bill were referred to a 
strong committee, upon which conveyancing counsel and solicitors (both 
London and country) were represented, who might report to his lordship 
during the interim. In connection with this subject the council desire to 
recall the attention of the members to the pamphlet on the land laws pub- 
lished by them in the early part of 1886, a print of which was then sent to 
each member of the society. 

The Copyhold Enfranehisement Bill, 1887.—This is the seventh Bill on 
this subject which the council have had to refer to in their annual rts 
of recent years. The history of the previous Bills down to June, 1886, 
will be found in the annual reports for the years 1882 to 1886 inclusive. 
Last year’s report (June, 1886) concludes with the statement that a report 
of the council containing their suggestions and proposed amendments 
was made, and placed in the hands of Mr. James, M.P., and Mr. Gregory, 
M.P. After this date and at the latter end of the session of 1886, the Bill 
passed through committee in the House of Commons, and was introduced 
into the House of Lords by Lord Hobhouse, but did not there reach a 
second reading. This session (1887) the Bill has been introduced by Lord 
Hobhouse in the House of Lords in the first instance. The — com- 
mittee, of the council to which the several Bills have been yearly referred, 
made a special report on the present Bill in March last, which was adopted 
by the council and communicated to Lord Hobhouse. This communica- 
tion was accompanied by a memorandum by Sir Richard Nicholson (a 
member of the council), dissenting from the council’s report ‘‘ so far as it 
may be held to imply any approval of the principles of this Bill.” The 
committee’s report and Sir Richard Nicholson’s memorandum are set out 
in the appendix. The Bill has been referred to a special committee of 
the House of Lords, who have examined, or are engaged in examining, 
witneeses on the subject ; a process to which none of the previous Bills 
have been submitted. 

Seitled Land Act (1882) Amendment Bill.—Prior to the Settled Land Act, 
1882, the only mode in which a tenant for life having no resources other 
than the estates could execute drainage improvements was by borrowing 
money under the General Land Drainage and Improvement Acts, the 
Limited Owners’ Residences Act, or the Improvement of Land Act, the 
scheme of which provided for repayment of the charge by an annual 
sum extending over a period of about twenty-five years, and calculated 
to repay principal and interest during that time. By the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, s. 25, drainage and similar works were included among the 
objects for which the application of capital was sanctioned, and a tenant 
for life desiring since the passing of the Act to lay out moneys for 
drainage or similar purposes can, under section 21 of the Act, call u 
the trustees to apply capital for that purpose, but this section is not 
retrospective. he question was raised in the case of Re Knatchbull’s 
Settled Betate (27 Ch, D. 349), in which Mr. Justice Pearson considered it 
to be a casus omissus, and decided against the construction for which the 
tenant for life in that case contended. The case was (in accordance with 
a suggestion of his lordship, made after the judgment had been given) 
carried to the Court of Appeal (29 Ch. D. 588), by whom the decision was 
affirmed, Inasmuch as the Settled Land Act now authorizes the exeou- 
tion of drainage and other improvements of that nature out of capital, 
the council considered the same principle should apply to the redemption 
of charges created for similar purposes prior to the passing of that Act. 
The matter is one of great importance to landowners at the present time, 
as, owing to depression in agricultural and other causes, rents are 
seriously diminished, while expenditure on estates is greatly needed. The 
council accordingly prepared a Bill on the subject, which they submitted 
to the Lord Chancellor, with a request that, if he agreed with them, he 





Bills of Sale Bill.—In Jan last, the council called the attention of 
the Lord Chancellor to the of Sie Cane ee Se ee 
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solicitors and others throughout the country, and with a view of 
securing protection for past transactions, and with that ect 
council framed a Bill, a t of which was submitted to Lord 
Chancellor with a request he should consider it, and if he was of 
opinion that the measure was a reasonable and proper one, 
ship would introduce it into the House of Lords at an early period of the 
session, and give it the weight of his support in its various stages in that 
House. In February a deputation from the council waited upon the 
Lord Chancellor, and his 
ing the Bill, informed the to 
attempt to deal with the difficulty by legislation. The council have 
decided to make a fresh 
Searches before Completion—Egqui 
Re Pope (34 W. R. 654, 693, 17 Q. 
Appeal in July last—disclosed a serious danger to 
hein that a judgment creditor who had obtain 
amounting in law to a d in execution, could defeat a 
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Elphinstone. By this it was proposed to enact that all 
cesses of execution, and orders for enforcing judgments, statutes, or 
nizances should be void as a purchaser for value, unless registered 
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, containing in one volume the Act, the Remuneration Order, the 
of the courts ard opinions of counsel, and also the opinions of 
the council, upon the cases from time to time submitted to them from 
January, 1883, down to the end of 1886. A copy of this new Digest was 
sent to each member, free of cost, and sold to non-members at 3s. 6d. 
The council have learned with satisfaction that the Digest in its new 
form has bet n found increasingly useful. In the case of Emmanuel v. Sim- 
monds, which was referred to in the last annual report of the council, it 
war settled that the scale charge for a lease in an ordinary case covers an 
agreement for the lease, but the judgments in that case indicated 
that there might be collateral matters in agreement for leases which might 
properly form the subject of cuarge in addition to the scale fee. The 
case before the court did not afford an opportunity for a judicial definition 
to what comtitutes such collateral matter. Other points still calling for 
elucidation are the manner and extent to which solicitors should be 
remunerated for preliminary work in connection with an auction sale 
where an auctioneer is paid a commission, and where, consequently, solici- 
tors do not become entitled to the conducting fee, and the right of 
solicitors to the conducting fee where no commission is paid to an 
auctioneer or surveyor. 


Middlesex Registry.—In their last annual report the council drew atten- 
tion to the fact that Mr. F. K. Munton, a member of the society, who 
had been charged 5s. for registering a memorial of 199 words, had 
brought an action in the county court against the registrar to test the 

ality of the fees demanded. The 5s. in question was made up as 

ws :— 
8. 
For the memorial . : 
For administering the oath 
For exhibiting the memorial ‘ ° 
For certificate indorsed on the deed . 1 


It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that it was not legal to charge 
1s. 6d. for the memorial of 199 words, and also that the registrar had no 
right to charge for administering the oath, and further, that there was no 
statutory right for the fee charged for indorsing the certificate on the 
deed. e county court judge found in favour of Mr. Munton to the 
extent of 6d., holdinjs that the registrar was only entitled to charge 1s. 
for the memorial, it being under 200 words. But he held that the other 
charges were fair and reasonable. From this decision Mr. Munton 
appealed. The case came before Mr. Justice Grove and Mr. Justice A. L. 
Smith, who upheld the decision of the county court judge. Mr. Munton, 
with the approval of the council, is now testing the question judicially 
whether a commissioner to administer oaths in London has or has not a 
right to administer the oath verifying the memorial—the registrar con- 
tending that the oath can only be administered at the office of the 
Middlesex Registry by one of the officials there. 

Agricultural Tenants’ Relief Bill.—This Bill deals with two points 
affecting the relation of Jandlord and tenant as regards agricultural hold- 
ings. It proposes (1) to repeal sections 3 and 4 of the Agricultural 
Holdings (England) Act, 1883, and (2) to divide the liability to poor and 
other rates in respect of agricultural holdings equally between landlord 
and tenant. The sections of the Act of 1883 proposed to be repealed are 
those which negative the tenant’s claim to compensation in respect of 
genes improvements—such as buildings, &c.—unless the landlord 

, previously to the execution of the improvement, consented thereto in 
writing, and the tenant’s claim to compensation in respect of drainage 
works, unless he has given not more than three and not less than two 
month’s previous notice in writing to the landlord, and given the landlord 
the option to execute such works himself and charge the tenant interest on 
the outlay. These provisions for the protection of the landlord appear to 
the council to be reasonable and proper, and such as ought not to be 
repealed. The Bill purports to protect the landlord by provisions which 
eppear to the council to be inadequate. The proposal of the Bill as to 
the division of rates is that the tenant shall be entitled to deduct from his 
rent one-half part of all sums paid by him during the current half-year or 
year for poor and other rates assessed or leviable upon the tenant. If this 
should become law, it appears to the council that power should be given to 
the landlord to appeal against the assessments in the same way as the 
occupier may appeal. The council have made a representation to the 
promoters of the Bill and to the law officers in the sense of these 
observations, but it does not seem probable that further progress will be 
made with the Bill in the present session. 


(Zo be continued.) 
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Arrenpance or Mempers or tHE Covnctt. 


The following is a table of the attendance of members of the council 
from April 15, 1886, to April 12, 1887 :— 


ee Mem- Council. ee «0 CoGinaty Sem- Council. Coumnts- 

Mr. Addison... 27 26 Mr. Freshfield ... 4 3 
ee 0. 28 21 a oy — 

», Broomhead... 8 a » Godden ... 37 33 

yy» Budd ere, | | 20 » Gregory ... 24 30 

# Clabon ... 13 3 ,, Hollams ... 21 2 
spin ceoeee alge 7 3 » Howlett ... 24 3 
Yo Cunliffe ., 19 —_ »» Hunter a 43 
LES 99 Bice ie 1 a »» Hussey igs, a 12 
“a, Dodds, M.P.. 8 —_— »» Janson dot ee 2 
time Follett ... il 2 9, Jevons ip 1 — 
»» Frere we 6 »y Keen nm 22 





es 





Mr. Lake... es: Se 21 Exrraorpinany MemsBers. 
», Lawrence ... 5 4 Mr. Bellringer ... — 
», Manisty ... 22 22 », Clayton — _ 
» Margetts ... Il 5 », Corbett cas 1 — 
»» Markby ... 22 32 »» Ellett ae Oe 5 
»» Marshall ... 3 “= », Mathews .. 4 — 
»» Mills... aie. 70 », O'Donoghue . 5 _— 
-» Morrell ee | 5 », Pye-Smith ... 2 a 

Sir Rich. Nichol- », Waldron 1 

son ee 2 1 »» Walker 2 a 

Sir Thos. Paine... 35 44 3, Watson 2 — 

» Henry W. », Basset* se 1 — 
Parker ... 38 92 », Buckingham* 2 — 

Mr. Pemberton... 29 1 », Burne* als 2 = 
», Pennington... 39 152 », Cartwright*.. 5 a 
3, Roscoe ey 72 » Gray Hill* ... 2 1 
», Saunders ... 6 1 »» Shirley* 1 _ 
1» Was a. OE 58 »» Stanton* 3 — 
», Waterhouse.. 33 41 »» Wood* ais 1 a 
» Williams ... 36 42 * These extraordinary members 

retired in October. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Henry Roscoe in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Holland Burne (Bath), H. Morten 
Cotton, Edwin Hedger, Samuel Harris (Leicester), J. H. Kays, R. Pen- 
nington, Sidney Smith, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £481 was distributed in grants of relief; thirty-three new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general business was 
transacted. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Henry Downer Srapyriron, barrister, many years a judge of 
county courts, died at his residence, Sinperley Hall, near Durham, on the 
9th inst., in his eighty-fifth year. Mr. Stapylton was the third son of 
Mr. Martin Stapylton, of Mytton Hall, Yorkshire, and was born in 1802. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1826, 
and he formerly practised on the Northern Circuit. In 1835 he was ap- 
pointed recorder of the city of Durham, and held that office till 1879. On 
the passing of the first County Courts Act he was selected by Lord 
Cottenham as judge of county courts for Circuit No. 2, which comprises 
almost the whole of the county of Durham. He retired on a pension in 
1873. Mr. Stapylton was a magistrate for the county and city of Durham. 
He was unmarried. z 


Mr. James Epwarp Davis, barrister, legal adviser to the Commissioner 
of the Metropolitan Police, died suddenly at the Metropolitan Police Office, 
Whitehall-place, on the 12th inst., at the age of seventy. Mr. Davis was 
the second son of Mr. Aaron Wall Davis, of Presteign, Radnorshire, and 
was born in 1817. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1842. He formerly practised on the Oxford Circuit, 
and he was for several years a revising barrister. He was stipendiary 
magistrate for the Potteries District from 1864 till 1870, and stipendiary 
magistrate for the borough of Sheffield from 1870 till 1874, when he was 
appointed legal adviser to the Commissioner of Metropolitan Police. Mr. 
Davis was the author of a work on county court practice. 


Mr. Artnur Henry Atpovs, solicitor, of Ipswich, who died at his re«i- 
dence in Ipswich on the 30th ult., in the sixty-sixth year of his age, after 
a short illness, was a native of Harleston, Norfolk, where he received his 
early education. He wus admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1843, and, 
after a few years’ managing clerkship, settled in Ipswich, where he soon 
acquired a good practice. A few years after his settlement in that town 
he, in conjunction with some other gentlemen, started the Eastern 
Counties Building Society, which at the present time is widely known. 
As a conveyancer Mr. Aldous acquired a high reputation, and our readers 
have been indebted to him from time to time for notes and suggestions 
on points of current interest. In the year 1854 he married the second 
daughter of the late Mr. Simon Batley Jackaman, a well-known and 
highly-respected solicitor, by whom he had five daughters and six sons, 
but two sons have since died. On the 4th inst. the remains of the late 
Mr. Aldous were interred in the Ipswich Cemetery. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Serjeant Dopcson Hammton Mappgn, who has been elected M.P. for 
the University of Dublin in the Conservative interest, in succession to Mr. 
Justice Holmes, was born in 1840. He was educated at Trinity 
College, Dublin. He was called to the bar in Ireland in 1864, and he is a 
member of the Leinster Circuit. He was created a Queen’s Counsel in 
1880, and he became a serjeant-at-law about a fortnight ago. 

Mr. Epwarp Arcupatt Frooxs, solicitor, of Sherborne, has been 
appointed yee Bag of the Peace for Dorsetshire. Mr. Ffooks was 
admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Joszru Borromuey, solicitor, of Huddersfield, has been appointed 
Prosecuting Solicitor to the Corporation of that Borough. Mr. Bottomley 
was admitted a solicitor in 186], 
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Mr. Tuomas Barctay Cockerton, barrister, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Royal Commission on Market Rights and Tol Mr. 
Cockerton is the eldest son of Mr. Richard Cockerton, and was born in 
1255. He was educated at Magdalen College, Oxford, and he was called 
to the ber at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1885. j 


Mr. Jonn Epwarp Mrrxzr, solicitor (of the firm of Dickinson & Miller), 
of Newcastle-upov-Tyne and North Shields, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Freperick Joun Bricuam, solicitar, of Driffield, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Bridlington School Board. Mr. Brigham is also clerk to the 
Driffield School Board. He was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Georce Atrrep Szepewrck, solicitor, of 9, New Broad-street, and of 
Stratford, has been appointed Solicitor to the Stratford Rock Building 
Society. Mr. Sedgwick was admitted a solicitor in 1862. He is vestry 
clerk of West Ham Parish. 


Mr. Bernuarp Rivcrose Wiss, barrister, has been appointed Attorney- 
General of the Colony of New South Wales. Mr. Wise was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1883. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Henry Watrer BALianting, barrister, who has been elected 
M.P. for the City of Coventry in the Liberal interest, is the eldest son of 
the late Serjeant William Ballantine, and was born in 1847. He was 
educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated in the third 
class of the Law Tripos in 1869, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1871. He is a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. 

Mr, ALExANDER Hayman WI1xtson, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. G. L. 
Wilson & Co., 3, Westminster-chambers, Victoria-street, 8S. W.), has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the High Court of 
Judicature at Calcutta, and Acknowledgments of Married Women in 
respect of Property in India. 





PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 


Wriuram Hearsrierp and Wim Henry Hearurrerp, solicitors 
(Heathfield & Son), 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. June 9. 
[ Gazette, July 12.] 





GENERAL, 


The Standard states that the Land Transfer Bill will be strongly opposed 
from the Liberal benches, and it is probable that an amendment will be 
moved to the second reading, the adoption of which will be tantamount to 
the rejection of the measure. The Government will not attempt to make 
progress with the Bill in the face of serious opposition. 


In the House of Commons on the 8th inst. Mr. Childers asked the First 
Lord of the Treasury when the Bill to reduce the number of Irish judges 
would be introduced, in accordance with the promise of the 14th of April, 
on the faith of which opposition was withdrawn to the Irish Judicature 
Bill. Mr. W. H. Smith said: It is the intention of the Government to 
deal with the question in the course of next week. 


The Royal Assent was given on Tuesday to the following Bills :— 
Metropolis Management (Battersea and Westminster); National Debt 
and Local Loans; Trusts (Scotland) Act, 1867, Amendment; Oyster and 
Mussel Fisheries Order Oonfirmation; Kenmare Junction Railway ; 
Witham Drainage (Hobhole Sluice); City of London and Southwark 
Subway (Kennington Extensions, &c.); Kilsyth and Bonnybridge Rail- 
way; Metropolitan Board of Works (Various Powers); Weston-super 
Mare Improvement; Merionethshire Railway (Abandonment); Man- 
chester Ship Canal; South-Eastern Railway; and Atkins’s Divorce. 


The Metropolitan Police Force has, says the St. James Gazette, sustained 
a severeloss by the death of Mr. Davis, who acted as legal adviser to the 
Commissioners at Whitehall-place. The post is one of modern 
creation. Sir Richard Mayne, when Chief Commissioner, was himself a 
lawyer, and it was not until after his death, in 1869, that the inconveni- 
ence caused by the absence of the legal element at police headquarters be- 
came painfully apparent. To meetthe requirements of the situation the office 
of ‘* Legal Adviser” was established in 1871, and Mr. Davis was appoinot- 
ed to the post, of which he was the first and only occupant. The salary 
attached to the office is £1,000 a year. 


An application was made to Mr. Justice Chitty on Wednesday in a case 
of Kirby v. Webb. It was stated that the solicitors for the parties to the 
action had been before the taxing master, and that, on leaving the taxing 
master’s room, the defendant’s solicitor struck the plaintiff's solicitor. 
The plaintiff's solicitor moved for the committal to prison of the defend- 
ant’s solicitor, on the ground that he had been guilty of contempt, the 
assault being committed within the precincts of the court. Mr. Justice 
Chitty declined, upon the evidence as it was before him, to decide the 
qaestion whether a contempt of court had been committed. The state- 
ment that the assault was committed ‘‘on leaving the taxing master’s 
office’? was too vague. He adjourned the motion in order that the 
applicant should file a further affidavit stating exactly the place where the 
assault occurred. The Times states that the applicant and mdent 
subsequently arranged that an order should be taken for dismissal of the 
motion upon the respondent apologizing and paying costs. 


A warrant has been issued appointing the Earl of Derby, Lord Balfour 
of Burleigh, Mr. Childers, Sir J. P. Corry, Sir T. Martineau, Mayor of 
Birmingham ; Mr. O..I. Elton, Q.0., Mr. F. W. Maclean, Q.C., Mr. 
Henry Broadhurst, Mr. Spencer Charrmgton, Mr. J. J. Harwood, Mayor 
of Manchester; Mr. W. OC. Little, and Mr. Justin M’Carthy to be Royal 


arrangements desirable for that of 
prohibiting the farming by 1} —> 
stallages, and other dues, and the plocing of restrictions on the sale 
goods outside the market that may be lawfully sold in the market; and 
also of providing that the tolls, &c., of markets held b 

shall from time to time be revised with the view of their being regulated 
by the pearoorgs Bey gst in connection with the ; 
such markets be free and open when the capital pon a dea respect 
of them have been paid off by the incomes from the 

wise. And also to report generally as to the al! which be 
desirable in the existing law relating to markets, having due vagued to 
the interests of those concerned. 

The Pall Mall Gazette says that a case was the 
Wandswerth Police-court which is of almost as great importance Pn 
consumers as the famous Dobbs’ case was to water consumers. 
Wandsworth and Putney Gaslight and Coke Oo. summoned Mr. Walter 
Rye, the well-known solicitor and antiquarian, of Winchester House, 
Putney, to recover £12 17s, 7d. for 85,100 feet of gas alleged to have been 
consumed by him from Christmas, 1886, to Lady-day, 1887. Mr. F. 0. 
Gore, barrister, appeared for the company, and Mr. M. Shearman, barris- 
ter, for the defendant. The meter shewed the company’s claim to be 
correct, and the real question for decision was whether the meter's evi- 
dence was final or only primé facie evidence. For the four preced 
quarters Mr. Rye had been charged £7 7s. 9d., £3 5s. 7d., £2 6s. 84., 
£7 16s. 5d., but when the claim jumped suddenly to nearly double, M 
Rye struck and declined to pay. Hence thepresentsummons. Mr. 
house is rated at only £72 nett, and is supplied with a 20-light meter. He 
tendered £8 in payment, which was . The meter had been sent to 
the Government in , who certified it to be correct. Mr. Gore con- 
tended that (1) under the Gasworks Clauses Acts, 1871, and the Gasworks 
Act, 1859, the register of the meter was conclusive evidence ; (2) that de- 
fendant was bound by it, by his agreement with the plaintiff; and (3) 
that as a matter of fact the meter could not be wrong. Mr. Shearman 
then called the defendant, his wife, his cook, aud a friend who constantly 
visited Mr. Rye, who all swore that, if anything, less gas had been con- 
sumed than in the pose Rowe Mr. Paget asked Mr. Gore what he 
had to say to that. . Gore called the Government inspector, who sworethe 
meter was perfectly correct, and could not err; but in the course of a 
long cross-examination this witness admitted that the meter had not been 
examined by himself, but by ‘‘ someone in the office.” He also admitted 
after a struggle that the meter (a ‘‘ wet’ one) was not infallible. The 
maker of the meter then swore it could not err. ‘‘ In short,” said counsel 
for the defence, ‘‘ the meters made by you are infallible?’’ ‘‘ Yes,” said 
the witness. Mr. Paget then found that as a fact the meter was wrong, 
and, dismissing the points of law raised by the plaintiffs, ordered the de- 
fendant to pay £8, but awarded him £8 costs: Mr. Gore asked for a case, 
and Mr. Paget said if it were stated in writing he could consider it. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRipaY, July 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ACTIEN GESELLSCHAFT CrEMIscHe Fasrik Cotomp1a, Limrrep.—Kay, J.. has 
mone Pa a July 18 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
FLINTSHIRE OTL AND CAXNEL Oo, Laarren. —Oreditors are required, on or before 


J to send their names and addresses. and the of their debts 
or itis, 60 Stan Biot, ete LAE bey ay Pereoday, Faly 26 at 12, is 
NEW HOLLENGDOURNE, PAPER oo . — Peto fos iy? aim po 
6 Vi ; 
thas the voluntary winding up may bo Oopuen es "Sinan & Uns Bolted 20, 





solors for petner 
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Cicteaciestonsen Se SAURNY SS 0S OE ee ee 
the hands of—(1) local authorities ; (2) companies ; (3) private. 
persons or bodies of persons other than ng companies, other 
matters affecting market rights and tolls ; and to report as to the ad- 
visability of local authorities acquiring existing market rights, and the 
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Screntiric PuBLisuine Co, Luwirep.—Petn for winding up, presented Jul 
directed to be heard before Kay, J.. on Saturday, July 16. Scott & Spalding, 
Queen st, Queen Victoria st, solors for petners 

Surron CoLpFIELD Roya Hore Co, Luarrep.—By an order made by Kay, J., 
dated June 27. it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company 
continued. Wynne & Co, Chancery lane, agents for Gorst, Liverpool, solor for 


OOLWICH (ep Bapes ow | Steam Ferry, Liutrep.—Petn for windin 
presented July irected to be heard before Stirling, J., on July 16. Pol 
Queen st, Cheapride, solor for petner 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

LISKEARD AND CaRADON Rattway Co —Creditors are, on or before Jul 
send to Messrs. Burchell & Co, 5, the Sanctuary, Westminster, the f 
ticulars of th =. 

same (unless he 
Tuesday, Aug 2, my 12 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
CLAYDON cena SocreTy, Lumrrep, Botolph Claydon, Bucks. Jul 
N LODGE, Nottingham’ Ancient Imperial United O - of 
‘Odd Fellows’ Fri Friendly Society, Bull Inn, Southam, 8.0., Warwick. July 5 


ae seo PROVIDENT FUND Society, White Swan, 26, White st, 


19, to 
par- 
Every creditor holding any security is to produce the 
y done so) before Stirling, J., at his chamb ers, on 


London Gazette.—TuEspay, July 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

DERBY AND Ve NEWsPAPER Co, LimiTep.—Petn for winding up, yee 
sented 1 Saiy to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, July 23 
Hollams & vo. Mincing lane, solors for petners 

Fit Coat AND CANNEL Co, LIMITED. —Uhitty, J., has fixed Thursday, July 14, 
at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official Jiquidator 

APANESE VILLAGE AND ORIENTAL TrapinG Co, Limirep.—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 8, directed to be heard before North, J., on July 23. Harrison, 
Chancery lane, solor for petner 

Rrxon’s Ikon AnD Brick Company, LomTrep.—By an order made by Chitty, J. 

_ of ay 3 2, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be 
Miller & Co, Salters’ Hall court, Cannon st, solors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Mori1err’s Arms Inn MUTUAL INVESTMENT AND Laem Socrety, Moilliett’s 
Arms Inn, Cranford st, Smethwick, Stafford. July 
RosE oF ENGLAND FRIENDLY SOcIETY, Crown Inn, Gilmort on, Leicester. July 








° CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TvuEspDayY, July 12. 


Croome, JonN, Wotton under Edge, Gloucester, Gent. Sept 1. Snailum v 
Hawkins. Chitty, J. Ln otton under "Edge 
LAWRENCE, Aug 31, Ashby v 


pto: - Lead Merchant. 
utham: 


Lawrence, North, J. Candy, So pton 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAD. 
London Gasette—FRipay, July 8. 


ay ee Roenela, New South Wales, Hotel Keeper. Augs. Rodgers 
Baker, Sakau, Wot To a, Backwell, Somerset. Aug 3. Wood, Wrington 


R.8. O. 
Batu, AtLoprse, Selston, Nottingham, Publican. Aug 6. Thurman & Slack, 


BaRNarD, James, Forest Hill, Undertaker. Augi5. Digby & Liddle, Circus pl 
Batzs, Matruew, Ryhl, Hotel Keeper. Aug 4. Roberts, Rhyl 

Canry, Margaret Anne York. Aug27. Cowling & Co, York 

Conte. AnNDEEW, Isleworth, Fly Proprietor. Aug 10. Astell Hall, Gray’s 


GADSBY, Lavra, Leicester. Augi5. Freer & Co., Leicester 
GOODALL, JEREMIAH, Tunstall, Stafford,Gent. July 28. Hollinshead & Moody, 


Gazcory, WiL11AM SAMUEL, Doncaster. Aug 31. Hall, Blackburn 

Gnovuns, Awma Manis, Peckham. Aug 18. Morris Gibson, Bank bldgs, Cam~ 
green 

HMatxiatr, Evizab ETH Saran, Camberley, Surrey, Hotel Keeper. Aug 30. Gibbs, 

Houwrer, Gzoncz, Fulham, Draper. Aug 9. McKenna & Co, Basinghall st 

Hvgp, Joux, Yatton, Somerset, Surgeon. Aug3 Wood, Wrington RS O 

ca, 3B ROTHWELL UsDERWOOD Moore Jonny, Piss, Isaly, Clerk in Holy 

Sept 10. Welchman & Carrick, Wisbec 

Moovy, Ass Axe, Wootton, Isle of Wight. Aug 22. a Newport, Isle of 

Paxnis, Ropert, Membury, Devon, Butcher. Aug ii. Forward, Axminster 

Puts, Exua, Edgwarerd. July #. Pearson, Southampton st 

Prrctval, ANN, Manchester. Aug 21. Boote, King st, E.C. 

Pratt, aay oa Srory, Edgbaston, Warwick. Aug 6. Slatter & Co, Stratford 


von 
Prew, , Islip, Northampton, Farmer. Sept17. French, Thrapston 
Roorrs, Hawwan, Islington. Aug 2. Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 


Rovrz.1., Rorert erumpass, Fesniiliy, ene et her Majesty’ Cc l. Aug 5. 
eS | & Co, Moorgate st a é a ee we 
z, Leeds, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Aug 9. Lumb «| 
SAYE AND A Hon and Venerable Frepexicx Benjamin Baron, Ban- 
bury. Oxford. ae JH 1. W & James, Norfolk House 
Saack.ocn, E1izaperu, Hardisty Hill, York. August 31. Wright, Skipton 


orn, Maes, Eaerware ri Rorzrt, St Marylebone, Gent. Aug 20. Aston & 
Southampton, Retired Forest Keeper. Aug 1. 


wend ee, 
Socrran, J ames, ea, Gent. Aug5. Dawes, Rye 
Or artarogn, Joux, Southses, Gent. July 1. Besant & Wills, Porteca 








July 16, 1887. 
Vivian, Emma OHARLOTTE, Hove, 8 : 5. 
Whitehall pl ove, Sussex. Aug 15. Meynell & Pemberton 


WALKER, WILLIAM James, Chelsea, Builder. Aug 12.. Perrett, City Bank bldgs 

Watson, JOHN FREDERICK, Stoke Newington. July 30. Furber, Gray’s inn sq 

Wars. Jomnre, Aston juxta Birmingham, Coal Dealer. Aug 31. Barber, Bir- 

Wurrs, 1 FRANcrs Lz Grix, A Polen Cumberland, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
Aug 31. Godden & Co, Old J 


WHITEHEAD, Davin, Dukinfield, Tailor and Draper. Augs8. Clayton & W 
Ashton under Lyne " - Pine aa. 


London Gazette.—TvuEspay, July 12. 
Bacon, THomas, Boston, Lincoln, Gent. Aug 23. Harwood, Boston 
BALLENY, Davin, Consett, Durham, Gent. July 30. Welford, Consett 


BAssETT. ALEXANDER, Cardiff, Civil Engineer. Sept 30. Stanton & Bassett, 
Southampton 
BEADLE, JOHN WILLIAM, Aldermanbury, General Merchant. July 30. Morley, 


Cheapside 
BisHop, J OHN, Hunt st, Silk Weaver. Augi5. Phipos, Farringdon st 


CHAPPUIS, PAUL EMILE, Fleet st, Manufacturer. Aug 31. Duffield & Bruty, 
‘Tokenhouse yd 

CHARNLEY, EMERSON, Newcastle upon Tyne. Sept9. Arnott & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Comps, SuHem, Ryde, I W, Baker and Confectioner. Oct6. Vincent, Ryde 

CUNNINGHAM, WILLIAM Henry, Hackney, Gent. Aug 13. Cunningham, 
Aldersgate chmbrs 

HALtt, Joss, Hightown, York, Butcher. July 25. Oates, Heckmondwike 


HEBDEN, Mary ANN, Hove, Sussex. Augi3. Olift, Pancras lane 


JOHNSTON, ANDREW WILLIAM, Highgate, Wheelwright. Aug 10. Orton Smith» 
Hampstead 


JONES, JAMES. Salford, Lancaster, Chemist and Druggist. Aug 9. Widdows, 


Manchester 
LEE, MARGARETTE ANN, Wandsworth. Augit. Leslie & Co, Gresham bdgs 
Moopy, CHARLES PETERS, Martock, Somerset, Gent. July 31. Batten, Yeovil 


¥.ORRIS, fo oa Barford, Warwick. Sept 2. Obarles Handley & Brown, 
arwic 


Rosanne ee Davip, Gloucester st, Jeweller. Aug 16. Cunningham, 
ae ec. 
SEeyMouR, MARY, Olifton, Bristol. Sept1. E & E A Harley, Bristol 


STAINTON, THEODOSIA, West Ferry, Owston, Lincoln. Aug?2. Sharp, Epworth 


STEVENS, RICHARD FREDERICK, Grenville st, Esq, Barrister at Law. July 31. 
Dimond & Son, B ampsle st 

Tuomas, DUNCELEY. B.A., Haverstock pw pSpaaed Clergyman of the Church 
of England. Aug 25. Pomero: oy, B 

ts, Gee RAM, Newcastle my Nene Surgeon Dentist. Sept 1 


oel & Parsons, Newcastle u _ Tyne 
Woop, WILLIAM, North Shields, Baker. Augi, Adamson, North Shields 








WAENING TO INTENDING HovUsE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before urchasing 
or renting a house have the Sanita: nay ater ents thoroughly examined b 
ex from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., A. 


ster (Estab. 1875), rae also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —(Apvr. J 


STAMMERERS and STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B 
BEASLEY, Baron’s Court House, West Kensington, London, price 13 stamps. The 


Author, after suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirelé 
his own.—[ADVT. ) 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Friway, July 8. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLCOCK, CHARLES, Derby, Grocer. Derby. Pet June 30, Ord July 5 
sssamer. = p= GrorGE, Wantage, Berks, Boot Factor. Oxford. Pet July 
BalLEY, GEORGE, Thurloe sq, South Kensington, Veterinary Surgeon. High 


Court. Pet April79. Ord July 4 
Bazs,, N.  c LvuKE, Totnes, Devon. East Stonehouse. Pet July 5. Ord 
High 


mame, Gaonas Hewry, Archer * Westbourne grove, Greengrocer. 
Court. PetJuly4 Ord July 
BoswEtu. Joun, Warwick, Stoker. » Warwick. Pet Julyi. Ord July 1 
Burn, RIcHARD, Liverpool, Shipbroker. Liverpool. Pet July 2. Ord July 6 
CAmEEnS, Gnepen Sat, Stratford upon Avon, Auctioneer. Warwick. Pet 
ly 2. 
rr0ck, RICHARD or Upper Thames st, Tin Plate Merchant. High Court, 
Pet May 10. 


| CieGHORN, Davip Masrates, and Witt1am Rosson CLzeGcHoRN, Liverpool, Iron- 
founders. Liverpool. Pet July 5. Ord Jul 

Corus, H., Arthur st chbrs, London Bridge. High Court. Ord June 25 

Constance, James, Gloucester, Draper. Gloucester. Pet July 4. Ord July 4 


| Dauegous, © BENJAMIN, City rd, Boot Manufacturer. High Court, Pet July 5, 
Ord iy 5 


DEWDNEY. A i rd, Wood green, no occupation. Edmonton, Pet 
July 6. 


y6. Ord July 
DispuRRry, THOMAS, Row. Lancs, Clothier. Oldham. Pet July 4. Ord July 6 


Fiera, Wri11am, York, Pork Butcher. York. Pet July 4. Ord July 4 
GIB, 9 aaa Manchester, Wine Merchant. Manchester. Pet June 20, 


Jul 
Gray. ous Heer, Gt Yarmouth, Corn Merchant. Gt Yarmouth. 
July 4. Ord du we 
HASLER, eae YNDHAM, Chichester, Esq. Brighton. Pet June 11. 


Ord 
July 
Hons, Wee, 5 East Grinstead, Coal Dealer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet 
vu 5. fi 
InGLes, ; vara, Consett, Durham, Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 6, 
rA July 6 
Jackson, JouN, Nottingham, Architect. Nottingham, Pet July 5. Ord July 6 


J J 1 Carnarvon, F 6 A 
omnes, Ly hs wren Bachellaeth, on, Farmer. Bangor. 


Ord 
Pet 


- 
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MANORALE, “Ord daly 6 Fallowfield, Manchester, Architect. Manchester. Pet 
Mam, B yr, eh ee Lincoln, Seed Merchant. Nottingham. 
MirTcHELL, CHARLES, Swinton, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet July4, Ord 
News0ULD, JosEPH, Westgate, Bradford, Baker. Bradford. Pet July 6. Ord 


PALFREYMAN, RozeErt, Litton, Derby, Grocer. Derby. Pet June 22, Ord 


Patcen, @n0 EORGE HvusBBARD, Pinchbeck, Lincs, Boot Maker. Peterborough. 
Pet July 6. Ord ied 6 
Peacey, | Pee Bars, Ob eltenham, out of business. Oheltenham. Pet July 2. 


PRESTON: rig GARDINER, Cambridge, Milkwoman. Cambridge. Pet July 4. 

Pranvon, Hawer v ee Gt Yarmouth, Gent. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 

RiomaRDsom, EpwIy. om HARRY Params, West Bromwich, Egg Merchants. 
a: Pet July 4. Ord July 4 

RIDSDALE, JOHN GEORGE, Newcastle on Tyne, Hardwareman. Newcastle on 
Tyne. Pet July 6. ord July 6 

Rosuats, ag Epwry, Tonbridge, Kent, Grocer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet July 


ya 
SHARLAND, WILLIAM, Torquay, Mason. Exeter. Pet July 5. Ord July 5 


SOUTHWELL, WILLIAM, and THomas SouERWwaEs, Todmorden, Lancs, Farmers. 
Burnley. + July 6. Ord ay 

aja ty and JoHN HxzaTon, Bradford, Grocers. Bradford. Pet July 4. 

THWAITE, Sax Tamer, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet July 6. Ord July 6 


dae cae Henry, Wakefield, out of business, Wakefield. Pet July 5. 
rd y5 
Wne, Fan Smiru, Gt Yarmouth, Jeweller. Gt Yarmouth. Pet July 4. 
y4 
Wiayes. 4 Ann, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. Liverpool. Pet July 6. Ord 
y 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anzopen. ¢ CHARLES, Derby, Grocer. July 15 at 12. Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, 


‘by 

ANDREWS, JOSEPH, Ironmonger lane, Punte J Accountant. July 15 at 2.30. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

BALCHIN, EpMUND, Kingston on Hull, Goaretth. July 16 at 11. Law Society, 
Lincoln’s inn bidgs, Bowlalley lane, Hult 

Banxane, A eam JOHN, Swindon, Major. July 16 at 4.30. Cotinty Court, 

nham 

BECKETT, THomas, Scarborough, Boot Dealer. July 15 at 3. Off Rec, 74, New- 
borough st, Scarborough 

BoswELL, JoHN, Warwick, Stoker. July 15 at 11.45, Edward Thomas Peirson, 
17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Bury, SYDNEY JoHN, Union ct, Old Broad st, Auctioneer. July 15 at 12. 33, 

Carey ey *% Lincoln’s inn 

—- - , Gloucester, Draper. July 16 at 12, Off Reo, King st, 

joucester 

FARRER, WILLIAM HENRY, Manchester, Cab Proprietor. July 18 at 11.80. Off 
Reo, Oxden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Fretu, WitL1aM, York, Pork ‘utcher. July 16 at12, Off Rec, York 


Fostzrr, Joun CHOwEN, Mutley, Plymouth, Builder. July 18 at3. 18, Frankfort 


at, 
FosTtER. Seen, Penge, no occupation. July 18 at 3. 109, Victoria st, West- 
minster 
RANT, WILLIAM HENRY, Foleshill, nr Coventry, Manufacturer of Silk Goods. 
July 2atii. Edward Thomas Peirson, WJ Herttord eee en 
Gray. ao. Rushall, nr Walsall, Licensed V: uly 18 at 11.30. Off 


HatiaM, GzorGE FREDERICE, Nottingham, out of business. July 15at11. Off 
Ree, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 
a / J ee , Consett, Durham, inemecper. July 19 at2. Off Rec, Pink lane, 
ewcastle on Tyne 
Jones, Jonn, Lambeth walk, Fruiterer. July 15 at 11. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
LEATHER, WILLIAM, Dewsbury, Yorks, Mill Operative. July 15 at3. Off Rec, 
Bank chbrs, Batley 
LLEWELLYN, JOHN. and enn GerTaine Lewis, Cardiff, Coal Merchants. July 
he ¥t 2.30. bd Rec, “blley, Yorks, Lodging 2 Ez Jaly ass 
NG, WILLIAM GEORGE, Filey, Yorks. ouse Keeper. at il. 
Off Rec, 74, Newborough at, ete pe 
Mssxmt, WILLIAM, Colchester, General Dealer. July 20 at 11. Townhall, Col- 


iter 

Museravk, ARTHUR Sapuern, Wimborne, Dorset, Builder. July 16 at 3.45. 
Crown Hotel, Wimborn 

OAKLEY, Wi11am, Tunbridge Wells, Builder. July 15at12. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Lincoin’s me London 

Pace, THEODORE, bivetnghen, Tin Plate Worker. July 20 at11. 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 

Pracky, MARK Hare, Cheltenham, out of business. July 16 at 3.30. County 
Court, Cheltenham 

io —+— a Leeds, Woollen Merchant. July 19 at 3. Off Rec, 22, 

‘ark row, 

POTTERTON, Epwanp, and RoBERT wuss GovuLp, Molesey, Timber Mer- 
chants. July 20ati1. Oannon st Hote! 

Preston, AMY GARDINER, Cambridge, | July 22 at 12. Off Rec, 5, 
Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Preston, CHARLES, Bradley, nr Bilston, Licensed Victualler. July 18 at 3.30. 
Off ‘Reo, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 

Reapy, Wi111aM JounN, Gt Grimsby, Sallmaker. July 20 at 12. Off Reo, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

RENNARD, WILLIAM, Scarborough, Blacksmith. July 15 at 12, Off Reo, 74, 
Newborough st, Scarboroug! 

RIpsDALE, JoHN GEORGE, Newcastle on Tyne, Hardwareman. July 20 at 11. 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

ROBERTS, Guonas Portland rd, South orwood, Builder. July 18 at 12. 109, 
Victoria st, ‘Westminster 

BODWwAe, | ee JOHN, Nailsworth, Gloucestershire, Ironmonger. July 19 at 
8, Kagle Hotel, Gloucester 

SuanLinp, ¥ Wit11amM, Torquay, Devon, Mason. July 19 at 11. Off Reo, 13, 
Bedford circus, Exeter 

SHELDON, JAMES, Hulme, Manchester, Stableman. July 18 at 12. Off Reo, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Soriis, WILLIAM Jeux, Birminghe: ham, Baker, July 19 at 11. 25, Colmore row. 


Birmingham 
Tuomas, JOHN, Bangor, Saddler. July 18 at1%. Off Rec, Orypt chbrsa, Chester 


TIFFIN, Revae, Semone, Cansennns, Cattle Dealer. July 19 at 11.30, 
Cour, House, Cockermou 
Wastiaxa, Caonaa, Plymouth, Coal Dealer. July 19 at 3. 18, Frankfort at, 


‘lymo' 
WILLIs0N, Matruzw, Whaddon, Buckinghamshire, Baker. J 16 1.80, 
Off Ree, 1, Mt Aldate, Ont — oon =e 








Wusor, Union Old Broad st, Solicitor. July 15 at 11. 
ee Sa, Clee oe 
The ements notion fe seneeryes fat that published in the 
Jou, Jomy EAaee, ee Merlonsthshire, Builder. July 18 at 
ICATIONS. 
ALLRIGHET. 5, egeesn Guenen, Weatagn Bete, Best Poster, Oxford. Pet July 


dames, Trot, Miaitand, Get, High Court. Pet Mays. OrdJuly4 


re Beet ea ee oe Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
ROWLAND TaTHAM, Stoneycroft, Lancashire, Oil Merchant. Liverpool. 

Pet June 11. vp aay Ay 

Sth,» ba rd, Lead Merchant, High Court. Pet June22. Ord 

i, Backers, Twostas, Soarborough, Boot Decker. Scarborough. Pet June 27. Ord 





Hewry, Archer Westbourne grove, Greengrocer. High 
Court. Bet July 4. Ord duly 
Boswk1L, JoHN, Warwick, Stoker. Warwick. Pet July1. Ord July 4 


Bows, Wim, Beckenham, Kent, Grocer. Oroydon. Pet June 29. Ord 
Birmingham, Tea Merchants. Bir- 


CoLEy. eS cemssiies aah Shae . Dudley, Worcester- 
shire, Iron Manufacturers. Dudley. Pet June 28. Ord July 3 iB 
DELL, », ont, jun, Birmingham, Gent. Birmingham. Pet 12. Ord 


Dewina WILLIAM, Truro rd, Wood Green, no occupation. Edmonton. Pet 


July 6. ese tak 

Fiera, Pork Butcher. York. Pet July 4. Ord July5 

ro, ee Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Birmingham. Pet May-5. 

WILLIAM, A ~~ yams Derbyshire, Ironmonger. Chesterfield. Pet 

June 16. Ord July 4 

Fumew, Ly ae Pentypool, Mon, Grocer. eneenserer 2 Mon. Pet June 2. Ord 

Gancon, Jom, 80 acm, ont Joun Gree@ory, j an, Eiminghen. : ufacturers of 

uildings. Birmingham. > 4 
cms. CHARLES, Sevenoaks, Builder. Tunbridge Walls. Sid duly 7. 
Lone. WittiaAM G men Fey, Yor, Lodging Rowe Kener Parte 


Pet June 18. 
Mananese, WILLIAM, , Architect. Manchester. Pet July 5. Ord 


6 
NEWBOULD, JosEPH, Bradford, Baker. Bradford. Pet July5. Ord July 5 


ee i2.” Ora July . fy apres: 
Puy. ae tenham, out of business. Cheltenham. Pet July 2. 
— Streatham hill, Nurseryman. Wandsworth. Pet March 29. 
Parstox, AMY Ganprwen, Cambridge, Milkwoman. Cambridge. Pet July 4. 

Pot Supe 6. Ord July 4 enews crease oy Wolverhampton. 

rrr cn, Pee ee ty SE, Oh Gent. Gt Yarmouth. 
RANDLE, ARTHUR, Fillongley, Warwick, Baker. Ooventry. Pet May 31. Ord 


1LL1AM, Scarborough, Blacksmith. Scarborough. Pet June 27. 


Rosz, Jone, Norwell Nottingham, Farmer. saniniine: Pet June %. Ord 

SuaRLano, Witu1aMm, Torquay, Mason. Exeter. Pet July 5. Ord July 5 
Govrmwasz, eer Sly a Ora July @ SouTHWSLL, Todmorden, Lancs, Farmers. 
Goanacer, tL H, da brompten, Grocer . High Court. Pet June 22, 
Se shai ini Macclesfield. Pet June 90. Ord 
ore, Jes, and Joun Hxaton, Bradford, Grocers. Bradford. Pet July 4, 
Warepenan, Dy Guonon, L Liverpool, Chairman to Loan Society. Liverpool. Pet 
Waray, Sateen YY, Wakefield, out of business. Wakefield. Pet July 
hedge © Sry te DP paanas st, Gt Yarmouth, Jeweller. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
betes ~*~ Uttoxeter, Stafford, Butcher. Burton on Trent. Pet June 16. 
heim - rcp Whaddon, Bucks, Baker. Banbury. Pet June %. Ord 

London Gasetie.—TurspaY, July 12, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BSILBY, James, Leamington Priors, Gilder. Warwick. PetJuly?. Ord July? 
~ Tad Enocn, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet July 7. Ord 
Camnneee. Sopra, West Seen, ee Oldbury. Pet July 
Oxataes, Semale Davin, Plymouth, Painter. East Stonehouse. Pet July 1. 
panic ec Fenchurch st, no occupation. High Court. Pet July 7. 
OnN RicuarpD, Torquay, Hotel Proprietor. Exeter. Pet July?. Ord 


Cus Hit phehion on, ons, Goan Agent. Stockton on Tees and 
cure ren Wn yas, Oraug Liverpool, Pet July& Oni 
ELanp, JonN Huan eceens, Ragin, Pee York. 
Bxpagorn, Wats Sa Rovee Deana, Devon, Tailor. Bxeter. Pet July 8 Ord 


iis: *} ~ | haat Herefordshire, Publican. Hereford. Pet July 9. 
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Bourem. Tecaas, Aners rd, Crystal Palace, Insurance Agent. High Uourt. 
Pet July 8. Taly 8 ~ ” aes 


GaRpDNER, Ronert, Gt Baddow, Essex, Poultry Dealer. Chelmsford. Pet July 
8. Ord July 8 


Goan. AS ARTHUR, Wandsworth Common, Builder. Greenwich. Pet June 23. 


uly 8 
Hiacoins, Howanp, Tipton, Painter. Dudley. Pet July 5. Ord July 5 
Hiriuargp, Witi1AM ee Wallingford, Berks, Coal Merchant. Oxford. 


Pet July 9. Ord J 

Horxrys, [a Gwite, buts, Gloucester, Farmer. Bristol. Pet July 7. 
Ord July 7 

wesmee, uae, 3 Moorhouse, nr Carlisle, Beerhouse Keeper. Carlisle. Pet July 

JacomexorrEs. Wiux, Toxteth pk, Lanes, Merchant. Liverpool, Pet July 6. 


Ord July 8 
Lewis, Epwin Cuak_es, Bath, Auctioneer. Bath. Pet June9. Ord July 9 
South Kensington, Gent. 


cagucns BLUNDELL WakRE, Roland gduns, 
High Court. Pet June 13. Ord July 8 

ee = Tuomas, Hanley. Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall. Pet June 40. Ord 

» Leeds, Tailor. Leeds. Pet July7. Ord cuiy7 

Prarson, Greorce, Gateshead, Cement Seabaitentae. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Pet July 9. Ord July 9 

PEYTON, GEORGE EDWwazp, Portemouth, Carriage Manufacturer. Portsmouth. 
Pet July 5. Ord July 5 

. SAMUEL, Silverdale, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. 

Tunstall. Pet July 9. Ord July 9 

RIgELLY. Hvuen JosErn, Stockton on Tore. Geocer. Stockton on Tees and 
renee. Pet June 3, Ord July 

Renayeeee. W . Brabant ct, Tea Merchant. "High Court. Pet June 13. Ord 


ten m George W Wattre, George st, Wombwell, Butcher. Barnsley. Pet July 


hewn ;Semm, Blexchley, Bucks, Draper. Northampton. Pet June 25. Ord July 5 
Surry, GEoRGE JaMEs, aa rd, Forest Hill, no occupation. Greenwich. 


8 Ord Jak 
Ord July7 


Hanley, Burslem, and 


Pet July 
SoLtomonx, NATHAN, Disaieehem, Glezier. Birmingham. Pet June 17. 


Summers, FREDERICK GrorGE, and EpwarpD Horatio Summers, Birmingbam, 
Glass Bevellers. Birmingham. Pet July 8. Ord July 8 


ms he Hewney, Liverpool, out of business. Liverpool, Pet July 7. 
Orem, ¢ copen. Damside, Huddersfield, Finisher. Huddersfield. Pet July 5. 


TuoxPsos, J 3a, Silloth, Cumberland, Hotel Keeper. Carlisle. Pet July 9 


TOWNSEND, Gunees HEwry. Carmarthen, Woollen Manufacturer. 
Pet July 8 Ord July 

Vay oo gy ee. JOHN, Trede gar rd, Bow, Boot Manufacturer. 

Ju 

VISCARDISI. Pine Lae John st, Bedford row, Cabinetmaker. 
Jaly7. Orda July7 

WRricHT, “aMUEL, Lilypot lane, Noble st, Warehouseman. 
June 17. Ord July 7 


The following Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gezette of May 10. 
Tenax, Bicnarp Cvetis, Walton on Thames, Contractor. 
Pet March 26. Ord a 15 
‘IRST MEETINGS. 


BLaTHEEWICK. THomas, RBS arty Painter. July 20 at 11. 
pavement, Nottingbam 
BrabDevry, SaMvet Wri11am, New Oxford st, Commercial Traveller. 
atii. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
a Trinity rd, Beckenham, Grocer. July 20 at 3. 109, Victoria 


2 GEORGE Henry, Stratford upon Avon, Auctioneer. July 21 at 11.30 
Slatter & Solors, Stratford upon Avon bat ° 


Carmarthen. 
High Court. Pet 
High Court. 
High Court. Pet 


Kingston, Surrey. 


Casxises, Jonx, Birmingham, Grindery Dealer. July 22at3. 25, Colmore row, | 


Caz.tox, Evwis, residence unknown. July 19 at12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Diseveer, Tuomas, Bacup, Lancs, Clothier. July 19 at 3, Off Rec, O 
— y igden’s 


st. Manc 
Exrayp, — ty Aven N eens GHAM, Poppleton, Yorks, Dealer in Horses. July 22 
a 
Expacett, Wuunsx. Bovey Tracey, Devon, Taller. 
Anmorew, Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exete 
Evaxs. Joux Bruce. ad saa Notts, out of Sestnass. July 20 at 10.0, Corn 
Gray. Sy meg Gt Yarmouth, Corn Merchant. Jul ‘ 
yd th, ¢ y 23 at 12. Off Rec, 
Bases, JOSEPH CHARLES, eee row, House Agent. 
—s" Portagal ym Ag fields ‘, 
ENJAMIN, elan iD, de par’ -—s business. 
Jaly ® at 11. Bankruptcy bidgs. Portugal st, Hyde in’s inn field 


July 22 at 11. Thomas | 





Off Rec, 1, High | 
July 19 | 


ares ————— c, 7 ae London rd, Southwark, Engineer. July 20 at 
coln’s inn 
Snescm, JosEPH Erwanvny, tshull rd, Kentish Town, Importer of Musical In- 
struments. July 2tatii. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s i 
oo, Wr114M, Birmingham, Leather Seller. July 22 a at 11. 25, Colmore row, 


ne 

Syxzs, JosEPH, Damside, nr Budéomsaié, Finisher. July 21 at 11. Haigh & 
Son, solors, ig st. Huddersfiel 

THOMPSON. JAMES, Silloth, Cumberland, Hotel Keeper. July 25 at 12. Off Rec, 


34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
HARTLEY, Bradford, Yorks, Grocer. July 19 at 12. Off Ree, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 


TREHARNE, WILLIAM, Rhiewglyn, nr Tynewydd, Glamorgan, Builder. July 19 
at 12. Off Rec, 3, Crockherbtown, 
Wennyess, es EDWIN, Crowle, Lincoln, no occupation. July 20 at 1.15. Guildhall, 


oncaster 
WHATLEY, GEORGE EDWARD Spear, Elm gr, Hammersmith, Clerk. July 20 at 
12. 33, y st, Lincoln’s i of 


WHITELEY, GEORGE HENRY, Wakefield, out of business. July 19 at 11. 
Bond ter, — 
Wicc. Wit11AM SMITH, Great Yarmouth, Jeweller. July 20 at3. Off Rec, 3, 
King st, Norwich 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jul 


Pickup, ABRAHAM RICHARDSON. a er 1 July 21 at3. Haigh 
& Son, Solicitors, New st, Huddersfield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ATEINSON, J bg att Tuomas CLAYTON, Bristol, Rag Merchant. Bristol. Pet June 
30. Ord > 


BARNARD, Cunistormen Joun, Swindon, Major in Army. Cheltenham. Pet 


June 
Bare, NS ee LvUKE, Totnes, Devon. East Stonehouse. Pet July 5. Ord 
7 
Buss, ROBERT Enocu, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet July7. Ord 


8 
CARTER, THomas, Preston, Plumber. Preston. Pet June15. Ord July 8 
CHALICE, RicHarp DaviD, Plymouth, Painter. East Stonehouse. Pet July 7 


Ord July 8 
CONSTANCE, JAMES, Gloucester, Draper. Gloucester. Pet July 4. Ord July7 


Crisp. Jonn, Stockton on Tees, Cen Agent: Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet July 8. Ord July 
CRUTE, so West Kirby, Cheshire, Slater. Pet Ju'y 8 Ord 


Ju 

DEDMAN, "FRax cee © Coulter rd, Hammersmith. Grocer. High Court. Pet June 
30. 

DICK, Ad J Ay, All peeerneete, Staffordshire, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet 


une7. Ord July 
DIsBURRY, THOMAS, Bicep, Clothier. Oldham. Pet July 4. OrdJuy8 


Liverpool. 


| cou, & REGINALD BLEWITT, Ramsden rd, Balham, Esq. Wandsworth. Pet 
Pet | ii. 


a Ord July 5 
mam: Sor aoe : ~~)" Poppleton, Yorks, Dealer in Horses. York. 
Ss rd July 8 
ENDACOTT, Wini1ax, Bovey Tracey, Tailor. Exeter. Pet July 8. Ord July8 


Evans. JouN Bruce, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, out of business. Sheffield. 


Pet June 28, Ord July 
Eran, {> Fownhope, Herefordshire, Publican. Hereford. Pet July 9. 
v9 
GARDNER, oo. Gt Baddow, Essex, Poultry Dealer. Chelmsford. Pet July 
8. Ord 
GODDARD, ARTH As a, Price, Wandsworth Common, Builder. Greenwich. Pet 
June 23. Ord July 8 
GRIBBLE, RLES, Vauxhall Cross, Sout Lambeth rd, Importer of Doors. 
High Court. Pet Jane 9. Ord July 
Hirrcuxax. Witta3t, East Grinstead, Una Dealer.. Tunbridge Wells. Pet July 
| 5. ys 
eins ms Hewrrt, Henbury, Gloucester, Farmer. Bristol. Pet July 7. 
t y7 
Hoven, $= JORDAN, Bishopsgate st, Merchant.. High Court. Pet April 
4. ys 
Hvuppart, JANE, Moorhouse, nr Carlisle, Beerhouse Keeper. Carlisle. Pet 


| 


| 
| 


| Martin, Henry, 


July 21 at 12. | 


Hawurses, W11114™ Issac, Bicester, Licensed Victual t 
ety Patten nsec ualler. July 22 at 11.30, Off 
Siemens.” Wrrtsax. Bact Grinstead. Coal pesle. July 19 at 3. Spencer & 


Keeves, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge W: 
wwe ~4 A rer. Henbury, ian Farmer. July 21 at 230. Off 
Z| 
Hoevpakt. Jest. Moorhouse, nr Carlirle, Cumberland, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Ziati2 Off Rec, 2. Fisher st, Cartisle 
fame. Zannee Mvgrzar, Euston sq, Gent. 


July 
July 19 at 2.20. 


Kust. Alpers Permax. Seatye d, Lombard st, & ‘ 
8 a ~~ y ® olicitor. 
Krxo, Gronrox Jacon, Westineten, Builder, July 2 at 4. 


Laazper, J. Evetys, London st. July 21 at 11. Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Cuanizs. Swinton, Yorks, Farmer. July 20 at 11.3%. Talbot Hotel, 


eae Josurn, Bradtord, Baker. July 19 at 11. Off Rec, 21, Manor row, 


33, Carey st, 
July ® at 20. 
County ct, North- 


PALFEEYA®. p Resune. Litton, Detbyshire, Gro J ri » St 
r eae Decker bys jyrocer. July Dati. Off Rec, S 
mE ipeaas>, Pinchbeck, Lincolnshire, Boot Maker. July 25 at 
Gateshead, Cement Manufacturer. July 2% at 11. Off Rec, 


- mmr. otenonake Carriage Manufacturer. 


swat Vawvew st, Gt Yarmouth, Gent. Aug 15 at 10. L Blake, 


Juiv8. Ord July 8 
in J an, Consett, Durham, Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 6, 


dJuly 8 

KENT. A rte’ Mp = me George yd, Lombard st, Solicitor. High Court. ‘Pet 
5. July 9 

L&E, a. and Luvwia om. Milton st, Fine Art Publishers. High 

Court. Pet May 14. 1 —- 

Essex, Brush Manufacturer. High Court. Pet May 

Pet July1. Ord 


Ord July 8 


2%. Ord July 6 
oer ~~ Wit114M, Colchester, General Dealer. Colchester. 
wy 
McKiswa, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Baker. Liverpool. Pet July 1. 
Orrer, Frep, Leeds, Tailor, Leeds. Pet July7. Ord July7 
a Rozzrt, Litton, Derbyshire, Grocer. Derby. Pet June 22. Ord 
PALMER. Gronce HvBBAkD, Pinchbeck, Lincolnshire, Bootmaker. Peterboro’. 
Pet July 6. Orda July 9 Pet 


Prytow, Gzorcr Ezwarp, Portsmouth, Oarriage Maker. Portsmouth. 
July 4. OrdJuly 5 


| RipspDaLzE, Jonw @ucecs. ———- on Tyne, Hardwareman. Newcatle on 


July © at 3. 167, | 


Tyne. Pet July 6. Ord Ju 
Ropgerts, Percy Epwin, Teckethion, Grocer. Tunbridge Wells. 


os, Fa Pet July 2. 
uly7 
Roons, S Gqoses Water, Wombwell, Yorks, Butcher. Barnsley, Pet July 8. 
Suirn, Groncs James, Connaten rd, Forest hill, no occupation. Greenwich, 
Pet July 8. Ord July 
Orarvens, Taae - cls 5 tn A Brighton, Bootmaker, Brighton. Pet June 18. 
iv 
TAZEWELL, WILLIAM Gaones, Portsmouth, Engineer. Pembroke Dock, Pet 
June 4. Ord Jaly 
ne Cochespouth, , Cattle Dealer, Cockermouth 


N, REUBEN, Moorland Close, nr 
Haulier. Bristol. "Det June 8. Ord July 9 


and Workington. 

Tomxins, WILLIAM, Bristol, 

Wuatizy, Gronon Epwarp Grant, Elm grove, Hammersmith, Clerk. High 
Court. Pet June 2. Ord July 


Wuirwortn, CHARLES Huwny am P ills, Bucks, Miller. North- 
ampton. Pet June 9. Ord J il yor Renee aia, Buchs ons ” 


The following Amended Wotkes | ts ubetitared rd that published in the 
London G F 


Pet March %. Ora June 


ag re aac Job Master. July 19 at 11. Bank- | | Team, Ricuarp Curtis, Walton on Thames, Deatnacter. Kingston, Surrey. 


pet 4, j Eeobritge. Grocer. July 19 at 2.0. Spencer & Reeves, | Box 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED,. 


Jou Cogawelh. Ontondets fi Oxford. ud 
Zoun Con, we ire, Clerk in Holy Orders. ‘ord, Adj 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


evccccese -coccocess 619 
uly 19.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at | VUBBENT Topics . 
r 4 m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see Advertisement, June 11, p. 8). LIABILITY 


July 21.—Messrs. Gippy & TURNER, at the Mart, at 2 
(see advertisement, June 18, p. 4). 

July 22.—Meersrs. BAKER & Son, at the Mart, at 2 
Estates (see advertisement, July 9, p. 

Jnly 22.—Mesers. DANIEL 
Estates ‘see advertisemeut, July 2, p. 3). 


July 22.—Messrs. Norton, TRIsT, & ‘Giese, at the Mart, Freehold Lend and | 
‘ 


Villa Residences (see advertisement, June 11, p. 13). 


4). 
WaATNEY & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold ,— 





CONTENTS. 


LAW SOCTETIBS cocovsce «.c0ecceses 6B 
LEGAL NBWS ..sccecess coscens-cee O88 





FoR REPAIR OF BRIDGES 621 











Tae Law QUARTERLY REVIEW oN COURT PAPERS..-.-00 scoosee*e0e 
p.m., Freehold Property | “tie LanD £RANSFER BILL ...... 622 Wixprwa-ve NOTIONS ......00.--s0+ os 
pom, rochold Batiding | BevIET ince mono SS | Seemed Miami 





alt letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must te 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. | 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. | 


The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, per- | 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or | 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 


Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 


Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED | 


with starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a te»spoonful 
toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatrva A La Vaniruz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 

{n tins at ls. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers, 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, _ 
H. Scuweitzer & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C. 








Special Departments for Stationery and Bookbinding. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


Printers, Lithographers, Stationers, &c., 
- <ceam BULDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LAME. 


| 
GOLD PEN, | 
| 





WITH DIAMOND POINT, 
Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting itself to any 


Handwriting. 
Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 
With White Mctal Pocket Holder, complete .. Is | 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holdera— 
Fluted P attern, complete .. oe ee eo §=«CBa. tl 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete ee ee eo Ge, a, 
Piuted Pattern, Telescopic .. ee ee oo 10s, 6e, 


Other patterns in great variety. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


rt. H.R.H,. THE PRINCE oF “WALLS. | 


pees AND CO’S Al SAUOF., 


ping PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 


gpa MEATS sad ¥ YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


mwas OF BEEF, BEEF TEA. 


a SOUP, and JELLY, aa side] 
<~PEOIALITIES for INVALILS, 


CAUTION :—~3EWARB OF IMITATIONS 
Bole address 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIB, 


| REDNESS, ROUGHNESS, AND CHAPPING PREVENTED. 


s 2 
Works: z 4 
‘Warrington, 4 


== Me 


DINNEFORD’ 8 MAGNESIa | 


| ACIDITY of the STOMAOH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE | _HAND.MADBE BRIBP, 




















EDE AND SON, 
ROBE ee} MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPO 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Saaee, ‘the Whole of | 
the Judicial Bench, recess of London, &c. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 64. 
English made, 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 
WODDERSPOON & Co., 


| 7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Peciegeere, wae Clerks, 
and Clerks of the P 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 








FAIR, WHITE 
HANDS AND HEALTHFUL SKIN AND COMPLEXION SECURED. 


ae Doap 


This world-renowned Toilet Soap has obtained 15 Intersntiesal Awards as a Complerion Soap. Itis 
specially suitable for. Ladies, Children, or delicate and sen 
ITS REGULAR USE CANNOT FAIL TU SENEFIT iT THE WORST COMPLEXION. 
Recommended by Mrs. LANGTRY and Madame ADELINA PATTI. 








INVALUABLE Q SHIN SOAP = 





CROSFIELD’'S “PERFECTION” SOAP. ’ 


ons Intes 


HODGKINSON & CU.S 
FOC LSCAP, 
and other PAPERS, 

T2E MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS, 
Can be obtained through all Stationers, 

















The beat Remedy for 


@OUT and INDIGESTION, 


And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladier 
Children, and Infante, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 















THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 16, 1887, ; 








MILNER’S SAFES. 


MILNER’S Strong, Holdfast, & Fire Resist- 
ing Safes & Banker's Strong Rooms. 


£ 6. 





MILNER’S DEED BOXES 


or Lawyers 


MILNER’S SAFES 
For Lawyers, spevially fitted 
hag japanned boxes from 
MILNER’S SAFE 
For Books anddocaments ,, 
MILNER’S SAFES 
For Church Plate ... 
MILNER’S SAFES 
‘or Jewellery 
MILNER’S a ty! 
~ some irs, w C. aed 


MILNER’S sar’ Es 

For Bankers... 
MILNER’S SAFES 

For Diamonds ; 
MILNER’S SAFE DEPOSITS ... 


ILLUSTRATED DRAWINGS AND ESTIMATES FREE 
“BY POST. 


2, Finsbury-pavement, E.C. 
28, Market-street, Manchester. 
8, Lord-street. Liverpool. 

_ Phe nix Safe Works, Liverpool 


from i 8 


. 5,000 


MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 
MILNER’S, 





AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883 


Every requisite under the above ; Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice, 


Tho BOOKS and FORMS kept in ‘stock for immediate 


ase. 

MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
sveedily printed in the proper form for registration and 
distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES. 
&c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (curner 
ef Serjeante’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





PARTRIDGE & COOPE:, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2,CHANCERY LANE LONDON B.C. 


Lat GCopving and Gngrossing. 


Deeds and Writingsen and copied on the Premises 
with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
charges. A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 


LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI- 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Prinied 
in form for Registration. 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


at reduced prices. 

PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD- 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 

PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 


Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 
MADE WITH BOILING WATER. 


SS Aa Se 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING, 


COCOA 


MADE WITH BOILING MILK. 


[He MORTGAGE INSURANCE COR- 
PORATION, LIMITED. 


AMOUNT OF CAPITAL SUBSCRIBED, £710,000 


Offices of the Corporation— 
Winchester House, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


Rt. Hon. E, PLeypEtt Bovuveriz, Chairman. 
Sir SypNEY H. WATERLOW, Bart., Deputy-Chairman. 


Policies are now being issued by this Corporation 
insuring Mortgages of Freehold and Lessehold 
Property, holders of Mortgage Debentures and 
Debenture Stock, against loss of principai and in- 
terest. 

These Policies will be of especial advantage to 
Trustees who may be held responsible for losses 
consequent upon their Investments. 

Mortgagors insuring with the Corporation will 
also be enabled to obtain Advances at the lowest 
bessitte rate of interest. 

The Corporation also grants Policies to Lease- 
holders insuring the return of the Amount invested 
at - expiration of their leases or at any fixed 
yeTIods 
’ For particulars and conditions - epenennee apply 


to the Secretary. 
JAS. C. PRINSEP, ‘Secretary. 


SEX} per : CENT. GUARANTEED . MORTGAGE 


UMBARD INVESTMENT COMPANY. 
—Capital paid up, 1,000,000 dols.; Liability of 

Sharehok lers, 1,000,000 dols.; Surplus ‘and Reserve, 

250.000 dols. ; Total, 2,250,000 dols. (£450,000). 

Head Office—Boston, Mass., Mr. B. Lombard, jun., 
Presid dent. 

Western Office—Kansas City, Mo. Mr. J. L. Lom- 

bard, V ice-President and Manager. 

Sole Agent for Great Britain and Ireland—Mr, H. 
Ramsden (Ramsden & Austin, Solicitors), 150, 
Leade nhall-street, London, E.C. 

The Company is n epared to epeesive money for in- 
vestment in First zistered M ortgages of Freeholds 
in the States of the United States of America, for five 
years, yielding 6 per cent. interest, payable by coupons 
half-y early in London, principal and interest 
guaranteed by the Company. For full information 
as to these investments apply to the London Office. 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 

Established 1836, 
Lonpom: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. AszrpzEw: 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & nt (126) : _- 

Fire Premiums ... eee «. £582,000 

Life Premiums .., oes 198,000 

Interest... ove ° ee 135,000 

£3,297,000 


semana Funds oe se 
EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Auntie PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE. 
VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
ee oe place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. os agen £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalize 
F. 8. CLAYTON, 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, 








Joint 
Secretaries 





ESTABLISHED = 
IRKBEOK AN K.— 
Gouthempton-bultings, Chane Ct all 

THREE per CENT. , aa allowed on 
DEPOSITS, » reperen on p 

TWO per INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
. Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, Dividends, and ‘Cou fe yao and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares. Annuities. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

e BIRKBEC - La sae with full particu- 


on aegtion 
RAVENSOROFT, + Manager. 


PruRsis! ine B HOUSES or APART- 
NTS THROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER'S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868, 
Pn . prices. No extra charge for time given. 
rticulars, estimates, Press opinions, testimonials 


F. MOEDER, 248 
road, and 19, 20, and 21, 


lars, post-free, on 


post-free. 
and 250, Tottenham-court- 
Morwell-street, W. Estab- 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


lished 1 
N ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
4 BAKER-STREET STATION.—Latest addi- 
tion, Grand Group representing the Pope Leo XIII. 
giving an audience at the Vatican, surrounded by 
| Cardivals, Monsignors, Nobles, Guards, &c.; the 
Boudoir Group of Fashion, containing the newest and 
most costly costumes, with other Cou:t Dresses; the 
complete line of Britush Monarchs from William the 
Conqueror to Queen Victoria; magnificient and im- 
posing spectacle; over 400 Portrait Models of cele- 
rated and distinguis hed characters. Admission, 1s. 
Children under twelve 6c. Extra room 6d. Open 
from 6 a.m, till 10 p.m. 


49. 








He rrotesona -—To Solicitors and ¢ 
Professional Men and Gentlemen of Limited i 
<* “ie above, are admii 
ogy at School of high tone on @ 
reduced fees.—For full particulars address, in si 
contidence, “Mu.” care of Messrs. Relfe 
Charterhouse-buildings, Aldersgate, City, E E. 0. 





TORWAY.—First-class Passenger Steamer 
* NorGE” from NEWCASTLE to BERGEN evel 
Tuesday evening; from Bergen every Saturd 
evening. Fares: £3single, £5 return (available 
time during the season), including all meals 
steward’s fees.—BORRIES, CRAIG, & Co., Newe: 
on-Tyne. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLANDS 


LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
Route vii Crinan and Caledonian Canals} 

Royal Mail Steamer COLUMBA or I[ONA fro 
Glasgow Daily at 7 am., from Greenock at 9 a, 
conveying, in connection with his West High 
Steamers. Leg rs for Oban, Fort- Willem. 
ness, Lochawe, 8 7 Gairloch, Staffa, Iona, Glen 
Stornoway, &c. Official Guide, 3d. ; Tilustrated, ¢ 
and 1s., by post, or at W. H. Smith & Sons’ Rail 
Bookstalls. Time Bill with Map and Fares free fre 
the owner, DAvID MacBRAYNE, 119, Hope-streeg 
Clasgow. 








LONDON ——~ war PRY oy by authority) a 
LONDON and uy ADVERTISEME 
.’ 


oer "ex CHANCERY LANE, FLES 


1 ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Ag 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Professi 

to the advantages cf his long experience of upwards@ 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro fo 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued suppor 
N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and 
strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stampa 
forms for advertisement and file of “* London Gazette™ 
kept. Bv appointment. 


N ESSRS. PUTTICK & SIMPSON, Lite: 


and fag yey 47, Leicester-squ 
London, W.C., beg to orm Executors, 
Solicitors, and the Trade, that their Season tor 1 
disposal by Auction of Libraries of Books and Mu 
Engravings, tings, and other works conne 
with the Fine Arts, Musical Instruments, and 
descriptions of Valuable Property, will commence @ 
October 17, and  ¥ their warehouses are open dail 
for the reqepiion of oods consigned to them for sal 
Messrs. P hold several important 8 
during the 454 and will include small properti 
in appropriate Sales, thus affording the same ad 
tages to small as to large consignments. Lib 
and other properties catalogued, arranged, and v: 
for Probate and Legacy Duty, or for Public or Pri 


Sale. 
\ ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND bt 
4 to announce that their Sales by Auction 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stone 
&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdaj 
and Fridays. 

The pore ne of Solicitors, Executors, Trus' 
and others is particularly called to this ready me 
for the disposal of Property of deceased and oth 


clients. 

In co uence of the frequency of their “ 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses, 

Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (estab 
1793), 38 and 39. urch-street, E.C. 

M Johnson & Dymond beg to notify 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, O 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the 
Saturday excepted). 


QO SOLICITORS and Others. — Lo 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to ® 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Chancery 
(opposite the New Law Courts), so large, 
furnished Rooms for Meetings, Arpitrations &¢ 
Apply to Messrs. Launpy & Co., Chartered Ascoum 
ants, on the premises. 


(jSAeaees for CITY GENTLEMEN! 8 














PROFESSIONAL GEN« 
LEMEN |! 


(CHAMBERS and OFFICES COMBINED © 


(jBAMBEne for z 


Drona. CHAMBERS (Residential @ 
Be ~—Adjoining the Te mple close to ti 

Courts of 
Bo and 
central and a ¥e immediate rail and omnil 


Justice, Lincoln’s-ina, a 3 
within five minutes’ walk of the Citys” 


conveyance to Hydraulic a 
heating by steam - rs, perfect sani y 
arrangements, &c, Rents of remaining rooms to leh 7 
pes. £20 to oe Suites, £100 » 4 £250, —Apply to t ‘ 

retary or ard, premises, 
Chambers, Temple-street, Ec OC, 


8 of town. 





——_— 











Lie - 












